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SIBLINGS OF ELEMENTARY GIFTED STUDENTS:
THE SIBLING RELATIONSHIP, SELF-CONCEPT 
AND CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR 
ABSTRACT
This study was undertaken for the purpose of determining if the 
siblings of gifted elementary students differ significantly from 
siblings of non-gifted elementary students in sibling affection, 
self-concept, or observable classroom behavior; and to investigate the 
relationship between sibling affection and self-concept, sibling 
affection and observable classroom behavior, and self-concept and 
observable classroom behavior.
The sample was selected from a large, urban school district 
located in the Mid-South. Thirty-eight pairs of siblings were selected 
from two-sibling families in which both children were enrolled in 
grades 3 through 6. Group 1 (Gifted/Siblings) consisted of first-born 
children who were state certified as intellectually gifted and who were 
participating in a gifted program and their second-born siblings who 
were continuously enrolled in regular classroom programs. Group 2 
(Older/Younger) consisted of first-born .children and their second-born 
siblings where both were continuously enrolled in regular classroom 
programs.
All participants were administered the Piers-Harris Children’s 
Self-Concept Scale and the Family Relationship Inventory; half the 
participants were also administered the Bene-Anthony Family Relations 
Test, Children's Version. The Devereux Elementary School Behavior 
Rating Scale II was completed by the classroom teacher and demographic 
information was gathered by a parental questionnaire.
vi
It was hypothesized that 1) siblings of gifted elementary students 
did not differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in sibling affection, self-concept, or observable 
classroom behavior; and that 2) there was no significant relationship 
(p<.05) between sibling affection and self-concept, sibling affection 
and observable classroom behavior, or self-concept and observable 
classroom behavior.
The study found that siblings of gifted elementary students did 
not differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted elementary 
students in self-concept or observable classroom behavior; they also 
did not differ significantly (p<.05) in sibling affection on the Family 
Relationship Inventory. On the Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test, 
however, the siblings of gifted elementary students differed 
significantly (p<.01) from siblings of non-gifted elementary students 
in terms of raw scores; they were significantly more negative.
There was a significant (p<.05) relationship between self-concept
and observable classroom behavior in siblings of gifted elementary
students. No significant relationship existed between sibling
affection and self-concept or between sibling affection and observable
«
classroom behavior in siblings of gifted elementary students.
Further study is needed to evaluate these results in a highly 
competitive school environment, with a clearly established definition 
of giftedness, and designed to include parental perceptions.
KAREN ELIZABETH POE WEST 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY IN VIRGINIA
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SIBLINGS OF ELEMENTARY GIFTED STUDENTS 
THE SIBLING RELATIONSHIP, SELF-CONCEPT 
AND CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR
CHAPTER 1: THE PROBLEM
"That first-born children and their later-born siblings differ 
from one another on a wide range of characteristics has been asserted 
in the birth order literature for over a century." (Pfouts, p. 517) 
Researchers and clinicians whose interest is in the relationship 
between ordinal position and personality or behavioral outcomes have 
traditionally focused on the impact of a mother's behavior on each 
individual child or on the association between birth order and specific 
characteristics among siblings. Then in a 1964 article, "Sibling 
Interaction: A Neglected Aspect in Family Life Research," D.P. Irish 
accused previous birth order researchers of fixating on particular 
personality traits and failing to examine the interaction among 
siblings.
Sibling interaction is a very common form of behavior; 80 percent 
of American children are reared in families which include brothers 
and/or sisters. (Schvaneveldt & Ihinger, p. 453) Thus, it is 
reasonable to assume that the experiences children share with siblings 
will have a profound influence on their socialization and personality 
development. Yet Schooler, in his 1972 article, "Birth Order Effects: 
Not here, Not now!" alleged that fundamental errors in birth-order 
research tended to "neutralize or even dismiss most of the reported 
relationships between birth order status and dependent variables." 
(Schvaneveldt & Ihinger, p. 454) He contended there were sampling 
problems, in that the sample size tended to be small and non-random,
3and the subjects were college students or other adults recollecting 
prior events. There were also demographic errors, in that gender had 
not been adequately controlled, first-born and only-born children were 
not differentiated, and incomplete families were studied. The 
educational level of the parents and socioeconomic status were also 
disregarded.
Most researchers whose interest is in the siblings of handicapped 
children have assumed that these siblings have experienced more stress 
than most and are more likely to be deprived of parental attention and 
to be burdened by caretaking responsibilities for their disabled 
sibling. In 1969, Pozanski reported that psychiatrists were treating 
more siblings of handicapped children than handicapped children 
themselves.
Despite the criticisms and shortcomings of the available research 
on siblings of handicapped children, there does appear to be a core of 
data suggesting that certain factors are necessary before the presence 
of a handicapped child will negatively affect a sibling. These factors 
involve the family, the handicapped child, and the sibling.
Within the family, factors include*: (1) family size, such that
the smaller the family unit, the greater the impact on the 
non-handicapped child; (2) lower socioeconomic status due to increased 
medical and/or caretaking expenses; (3) increased caretaking 
responsibilities for the disabled sibling by the non-handicapped child;
(4) increased parental expectations for the non-handicapped child; and
(5) parental neglect of the non-handicapped child. Characteristics of 
the handicapped child include: (1) age, such that the younger the
child, the less capable of self-maintenance and more in need of
4assistance; (2) gender, the impact being greater on a sibling of the 
same sex; (3) type and severity of impairment, with the less visible 
and less severe impairment having a smaller impact; and (4) place of 
residence, whether in the home or in an institution. Characteristics 
of the non-handicapped sibling include: (1) age, with a younger child 
being less involved with the disabled sibling; (2) gender, with girls 
assuming the caretaker role and older boys assuming financial 
responsibility; and (3) ordinal position, with the older child assuming 
more responsibiity for a younger handicapped sibling.
The presence of an identified gifted child in a family can also 
negatively impact sibling self-concept and family relationships, as 
concluded by Cornell (1981, 1983) and Ballering and Koch (1984). Yet 
this area of research is limited. Robinson (1986) has stated that "the 
current empirical literature overtly identified as gifted labeling 
studies is so small that virtually any well designed study would be a 
welcome addition," (p. 13) and Colangelo and Brower (1987) have stated 
"unequivocally, more research is needed on the effects of the gifted 
label on family dynamics." (p. 77)
Statement of the Problem
This study concerns the affective sibling relationship, 
self-concept, and classroom behavior of siblings of gifted elementary 
students. Are these siblings an "at risk" population for an impaired 
sibling relationship and a lowered self-concept when a brother or 
sister is labeled "gifted;" and if so, is this translated into 
observable classroom behavior?
A younger child "has the yardstick of the older sibling in 
measuring him/herself. This child tries to catch up to the older
5sibling.” (Manaster & Corsini, p. 84) Many activities, however, are 
age related; that is, a child may not enroll in school, join a ball 
team, or the like, until s/he reaches a designated chronological age. 
Other activities require more than age; they require a minimum level of 
skill or ability. Participation in a public school program for the 
gifted is one such activity. When an older child is identified as 
gifted and is selected to participate in a gifted program, the younger 
sibling has no guarantee that s/he too will be identified and selected 
when s/he comes of age. This age-and-ability-based identification and 
selection process may impact more upon the younger sibling than a 
strictly age-based activity.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine if the siblings of 
gifted elementary students differ significantly from siblings of 
non-gifted elementary students in sibling affection, self-concept, or 
observable classroom behavior; and to investigate the relationship 
between sibling affection and self-concept, sibling affection and 
observable classroom behavior, and self-concept and observable 
classroom behavior.
Theoretical Rationale
Alfred Adler theorized child development in terms of social 
context, considering "the concept of an isolated human being to be a 
meaningless abstraction." (Ansbacher, 1983, p. 69) Believing that the 
personality emerges gradually, uniquely, and as a whole, he rejected 
developmental stages which would artifically divide an individual life 
cycle into discrete steps. Rather, he stressed man's creativity, man's
6capacity to actively perceive, interpret, influence, and create events
in the environment for his own purposes. "In essence, the doctrine of
the creative self asserts that humans make their own personalities.
They construct them out of the raw material of heredity and
experience." (Hall and Lindzey, 1978, p. 166)
The family is the primary socializing force on the child, and it
is within the family context that Adler's orginal
inferiority-superiority dichotomy is evidenced. Adler hypothesized
that the goal of every individual is to strive to overcome
inferiorities through some compensatory movement. This striving for
superiority or perfection is innate; there are no separate drives.
"Humans are pushed by the need to overcome their inferiority and pulled
by the desire to be superior." (Hall and Lindzey, 1978, p. 163)
Adler contends, however, that the feeling of inferiority and the
striving for superiority are naturally complementary.
To live is to feel inferior; it is only when the individual
acts as if he were inferior, develops symptoms, or behaves as
"sick" that we see evidences of what. . .Adlerians call
♦
discouragement or the inferiority complex. . . .The 
inferiority feeling is universal and "normal;" the 
inferiority complex reflects the discouragement of a limited 
segment of our society and is usually "abnormal." (Mosak, 
1984, p. 70)
Adler also hypothesized that the child enters the world with an 
innate potential for what he termed social interest, which must be 
consciously developed. "Social interest is an assumed aptitude for 
cooperation and social living which can be developed through training
7and is characterized by usefulness." (Ansbacher, 1983, p. 85) Social 
interest is not merely defined as an interest in other people, which 
could imply exploitation, but as an "interest in the interests of 
others." (Ansbacher, 1983, p. 85) And by stating that this social 
disposition must be trained, Adlerians can account for the observation 
that under unfavorable conditions, it is most often underdeveloped. 
Social interest is considered the criterion of mental health.
Thus, the child enters the family situation yearning for social 
significance and bringing with him a creative capacity, a striving for 
superiority, and a potential for social interest.
The thinking-behavior-feeling pattern [the child establishes] 
is [his] own creation, a personally developed life style 
based on [his] own perception of what [he] had to do to 
belong in the family. There are differences between [his] 
life style and that of other people as a result of each 
person's creativity. (Manaster & Corsini, 1982, p. 81)
There is, however, no value judgment placed on an individual's 
life style. It is neither good nor bad, right nor wrong, normal nor 
abnormal, but merely "the 'spectacles' through which a person views 
himself in relationship to the way he perceives life." (Mosak, 1984, p. 
57) The focus, then, is upon the effect of the child's perceptions of 
his family constellation and his struggle to find a place within it.
In the process of becoming a socialized human being, the 
child forms conclusions on the basis of his subjective 
feelings. Since judgment and logical processes are not 
highly developed in young children, many of their growing
8convictions contain errors or only partial "truths." (Mosak, 
1984, p. 69)
Adler identified three conditions which he believed would threaten 
the child's development of self-esteem and social interest by producing 
an erroneous conception of the world and resulting in a pathological 
life style. The first, organ inferiorities and childhood diseases, is 
"no longer a cornerstone of the Adlerian edifice." (Mosak, 1984, p. 72) 
The second is pampering, and the third is neglect. These are 
circumstances, however, which focus on the parent-child relationship.
"Adlerian theory takes the commonsense position that brothers and
sisters affect each other's personality. Within any family there are
parental expectations for each child based on the child's sex and birth
order." (Manaster & Corsini, 1982, p. 83) "Birth order is a fact, a
given, of the child's existence, a location in a social structure.
This location, Adler felt, leaves an imprint which is often
recognizable even in adult life; it affects adult personality."
(Shulman & Mosak, 1977, p. 114) Adler described five basic birth order
positions which he contended had recognizable characteristics later on
«
in life. These were the only child, firstborn, second child, middle 
child, and youngest child.
The term birth order, as originally used by Adler, refers only to 
the five basic positions he characterized. The term ordinal position 
refers to the actual order in which the children were born; i.e., 
first, second, third, and so on. Investigators have used the terms 
interchangeably, such that birth order studies generally refer to a 
person's ordinal position rather than to the fixed positions as 
described by Adler. The significant point, however, is stated by
9Manaster and Corsini (1982): "Birth order refers. . .to the sequential
position of someone in the family but more important is the 
psychological position of the child" (p. 83). And again, "the 
important factor relative to birth order and personality development is 
the individual's perception of the role to be played." (Manaster & 
Corsini, 1982, p. 82)
Thus, the concept of birth order does not violate the Adlerian 
postulate of self-determinism since it is the child's view of his 
psychological position within the family which is crucial. "There 
cannot be any strict determinism for any single child since the birth 
order position affects the child only in terms of how the child sees 
its position. . . . "  (Manaster & Corsini, 1982, p. 86) There are, 
however, some general characteristics of birth order which exist as 
statistical probabilities and influence personality development. "No 
individual by virtue of birth order position necessarily exhibits any 
traits or patterns common to persons of that birth order position." 
(Manaster & Corsini, 1982, p. 83) "Birth order only makes. . . 
qualities more likely to occur in the particular birth-order 
positions." (Manaster & Corsini, 1982,*p. 87)
Shulman and Mosak (1977) have listed seven factors that influence 
psychological position, although they consider age difference and 
gender to be;the "two most important sorting factors in normal 
families." (p. 119) Their list includes:
1. age differences
The closer siblings are in age, the more competition exists between 
them. As the age difference increases, competition diminishes. At
10
seven or more years apart in age, siblings are no longer in competition 
with one another.
2. gender differences
The four possible gender combinations in two-sibling families do not 
possess similar characteristics based solely on birth order. The 
gender position of the child also influences psychological position.
And in some families, gender roles are so established that there is no 
necessity for siblings of the opposite sex to compete with one another.
3. family size
Large families tend to group children by age, such that a fourth child 
may actually function as the first-born child of the second group of 
siblings.
A. extra-familial competitors
Family circumstances which may add members, such as remarriage and 
adoption, complicate existing birth orders; each case must be studied 
separately.
5. death and survivorship
The death of a child does not remove him from the sibling 
constellation. Commonly, he is idealized and remains a standard of 
comparison by which the surviving siblings are measured.
6. special siblings
"Special siblings do not have to compete for place; their status is 
assured." (Shulman & Mosak, 1977, p. 120)
7. available roles
Some roles within the family are more available to one sex than to the 
other, and some roles are available to more than one sibling. Some 
roles even complement each other and therefore do not lead to
11
significant conflict. "At other times, however, one sibling may so 
outshine the others in some way that the others give up and do not 
compete in this area at all." (Shulman & Mosak, 1977, p. 120)
Yet among all the possible influences, Manaster and Corsini (1982) 
state that the "demand for attention is the first element that leads to 
sibling rivalry. . ." (p. 89), followed by power. They further contend 
that
the greater the degree of sibling rivalry, the greater the 
resulting differences of personality of brothers and sisters. 
Given a family where the children have similar personalities, 
we can be fairly certain that they came from a relatively 
happy, homogeneous, well-balanced family; but if there are 
violent contrasts among children, we can be fairly sure that 
in the family there was a good deal of rivalry, (p. 89)
Thus, from an Adlerian perspective, an individual constructs his 
own personality out of heredity and experience, with the goal of 
overcoming his inferiorities through some form of compensatory 
movement. Within the family, parental expectations for each child are 
based primarily on the child's sex and birth order. For the child, 
however, ordinal position is much less important than his perception, 
based on subjective feelings, of the role he must play in order to 
maintain a sense of belonging to that family. The child's perceived 
psychological position within the family is crucial to his personality 
development.
This does not suggest that general characteristics of birth order 
have no influence on personality development; rather, it suggests that 
birth order influences which qualities are more likely to occur. Those
12
factors that influence psychological position most directly are age 
difference and gender combinations. Other relevant factors include 
family size, extra-familial competitors, death and survivorship, 
special siblings, and available roles.
Research Hypotheses
Given the relevant factors that influence perceived psychological 
position as outlined in the theoretical rationale, the present study 
will focus on two-child, intact families, where the age difference 
between children is small (one to three years), where all four gender 
combinations are considered, and where the special sibling is an 
intellectually gifted older child. The subjects of the study, then, 
are the non-gifted, second-born siblings in two-sibling families, where 
the first-born child has been identified as intellectually gifted. How 
the sibling views his/her psychological position vis-a-vis the older 
child should be reflected in his/her self-concept, affective sibling 
relationship, and observable classroom behavior.
In general terms, it is hypothesized that:
1. siblings of gifted elementary students will differ in 
self-concept, sibling affection, and observable classroom behavior from 
siblings of non-gifted elementary students; and
2. a significant relationship exists between self-concept and sibling 
affection, self-concept and observable classroom behavior, and sibling 
affection and observable classroom behavior in siblings of gifted 
elementary children.
These hypotheses are restated in testable form in Chapter 3.
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Limitations of the Study
The sibling populations chosen for this study were composed 
exclusively of children in grades three through six, and no attempt 
should be made to generalize findings to other grade or age levels. 
Likewise, the geographic limitation of selecting the sample population 
from one school system suggests that the findings not be generalized to 
other school systems without careful study to determine if sufficient 
demographic similarities exist to make such a generalization.
Ethical Considerations
The ethical guidelines established by the American Psychological 
Association and Chapter 13, "Human Research," of the Code of Virginia 
have been followed in conducting this study.
Permission was obtained from the parent before any child was 
involved in testing. A copy of the permission form can be found in the 
Appendix.
Confidentiality of all test scores has been maintained. The 
participating school district will be supplied with a copy of the 
investigation. .
Overview
In the preceding chapter, the present investigator has dealt 
primarily with the introduction, statement of the problem, purpose of 
the study, theoretical rationale, research hypotheses, limitations of 
the study, and ethical considerations. In Chapter 2, the related 
research that has significance to sibling relations, self-concept of 
the gifted, and the designated population are presented. Chapter 3 is 
devoted to a definition of giftedness, a description of the sample, a
14
validation of the instruments to be used, the procedure for data 
collection, the method of statistical analysis, and the statistical 
hypotheses. Chapter 4 contains the analysis of the results, and 
Chapter 5 presents the summary, conclusions, limitations and 
implications of the present study, along with recommendations for 
future research.
i
CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this chapter is to present existing research 
relating to the problem stated in Chapter 1. Accomplishing this 
requires that research that has significance to Sibling Relations, 
Self-Concept of the Gifted, and Siblings of the Gifted be reviewed.
Sibling Relations
"That first-born children and their later-born siblings differ 
from one another on a wide range of characteristics has been asserted 
in the birth order literature for over a century." (Pfouts, p. 517) 
Researchers and clinicians whose interest is in the relationship 
between ordinal position and personality or behavioral outcomes have 
traditionally focused on the impact of a mother's behavior upon each 
individual child or on the relationship between birth order and 
specific characteristics among siblings. For example, Koch (1956) 
concluded that the sex of an older sibling affects the personality 
development of a younger sibling by presenting a role model, and Brim 
(1958) demonstrated how sex role content could be influenced by an 
older brother or sister. But it was not until 1964 that D.P. Irish, in 
his Article "Sibling Interaction: A Neglected Aspect in Family Life 
Research," accused previous birth order researchers of fixating on 
particular personality traits and failing to examine the interaction 
among siblings.
15
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Sibling interaction is a very common form of behavior; 80 percent 
of American children are reared in families which include brothers 
and/or sisters. (Schvaneveldt & Ihinger, p. 453) Thus, it is 
reasonable to assume that the experiences children share with siblings 
will have a profound influence on their socialization and personality 
development. Adams (1968), for example, studied the amount of social 
interaction among adult siblings and concluded that relationships with 
siblings during the early years not only affect the quality of life 
during childhood and adolescence but have a lifelong significance as 
well. Almost half of his adult subjects reported they felt close to 
their siblings, with females more likely to feel close to their sisters 
and males to feel close to their brothers (61 percent and 39 percent 
respectively).
Building on Koch's position that an older sibling acts as a role 
model for a younger sibling and Koenig's (1969) position that ordinal 
rank is an important determinant of an individual's self-image, Binger 
(1971) studied sibling position influences on self-description. The 
subjects were college-aged, second-born males and females whose same- 
or cross-sexed sibling was either two or four years senior to the 
subject. Each was administered the Twenty Statements Test as developed 
by Kuhn. Binger concluded that sibling position significantly (p<.001) 
influenced self-description and that age difference between siblings 
did not influence performance. No statement was made with regard to 
sex differences; that is, with regard to the average percentage of 
consensual responses of same-sex versus cross-sex older siblings.
The Binger study illustrates some of the objections to previous 
birth-order or sibling research as outlined in Schooler's (1972) work.
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In it, Schooler alleged that fundamental errors in birth-order research 
tended to "neutralize or even dismiss most of the reported 
relationships between birth order status and dependent variables." 
(Schvaneveldt & Ihinger, p. 454) He contended there were sampling 
problems, in that the sample size tended to be small and non-random, 
and the subjects were college students or adults recollecting prior 
events. There were also demographic errors, in that sex had not been 
adequately controlled, first-born and only-born children were not 
differentiated, and incomplete families were studied. The educational 
level of the parents and socioeconomic status were also disregarded.
But perhaps Schooler's most pointed criticism was that the research was 
motivated by curiosity rather than theory, that most of the research 
was ex post facto, with explanations appearing after the fact to 
explain a relationship which became apparent while the researchers were 
attempting to study other variables.
In 1974, Bowerman and Dobash analyzed data from over 8,000 junior
and senior high school students from Ohio and North Carolina on sibling
affect as related to sex of subject and sibling, age of subject, older
♦
versus younger sibling, and family size. Unfortunately, many of 
Schooler's criticisms were still not corrected. The data, in the form 
of a questionnaire, was collected as part of a larger study, and was 
only for students living with both natural parents. "Since the 
proportion of nonwhite students was small, they were eliminated from 
this analysis" (Bowerman & Dobash, p. 49), as were only children. Thus, 
while all students who were in attendance on the day of the study were 
questioned, nonwhite students, only children, step- or half-siblings, 
and students not living with both natural parents were eliminated. No
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validity or reliability estimates were reported for their 
questionnaire. In spite of these technical inadequacies, this study is 
representative of the research at that time.
Bowerman and Dobash concluded that females were more likely to 
have favorable feelings toward their siblings than males, that the same 
sex sibling was the preferred sibling, and that, on the average, the 
subjects felt closer to an older than to a younger sibling. They also 
found that there was somewhat more sibling closeness in two-child 
families than in larger families, and that affect toward siblings 
generally declined as adolescents got older. Birth order, then, had 
less apparent influence on sibling affect than sex combination,
direction of age difference, family size, or age of subject.
At this point, two areas of research need to be discussed. The
first is a continuation of the affective sibling relationship, which 
will be concluded here. The second is the revived interest in the 
relationship between birth order and intellectual ability as that 
relates to family structure and processes. The latter area will be 
discussed in the following subsection.
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The Sibling Relationship In order to supply a theoretical 
rationale to underpin sibling research, Bank and Kahn (1975) asserted 
that there were two functions, identification and differentiation, 
which were performed by siblings for each other. They contended that 
"selfhood" in a sibling was fostered by the processes of identifying 
with siblings in certain areas and rejecting or differentiating from 
them in other areas. In the present study, this would imply that the 
younger, non-gifted sibling might identify with the older, gifted 
brother or sister in terms of striving for academic excellence, or he
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might differentiate himself from the older, gifted brother or sister 
and pursue non-academic interests.
Then in 1980, Abraham Tesser introduced his Self-Esteem 
Maintenance Model, which asserted that an individual adjusts (enhances 
or at least maintains) his self-esteem on the basis of "closeness" to 
another, "performance" of the other, and "relevance" of the other's 
performance to his own self-definition. Sibling identification, then, 
is a joint function of closeness and performance on a highly relevant 
task. When a sibling's performance is highly relevant to a person's 
self-identity and the sibling is close, there is a threat to 
self-esteem. To reduce that threat, a person can reduce relevance 
(become different from that sibling, thereby reducing identification), 
increase his relative performance (better his own performance or 
interfere with the sibling's performance), or reduce closeness. In the 
case of the present study, if academic excellence is highly prized by 
the family, and the younger, non-gifted sibling cannot improve his 
performance, he differentiates himself from the older, gifted brother 
or sister in non-academic ways or he becomes more distant in the 
sibling relationship, according to Tesser's model.
Tesser's respondents were male and female freshmen from 
two-sibling families, who were divided into three groups: first-borns 
better, first-borns and second-borns equal, and second-borns better.
As part of a battery of tests, they were given a 275-item biographical 
data inventory that included questions about their family composition 
and family relationships. His results indicate that for males, when a 
respondent performed better than his sibling, he identified more with 
the sibling who was close in age; when a respondent performed less well
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than his sibling, he identified more with a sibling who was distant in 
age. According to Tesser, data for females neither supports nor 
contradicts his hypotheses. For both sexes, there was more friction 
when one sibling outperformed the other than when siblings performed 
equally, and for females, there was also more friction associated with 
a younger sibling outperforming the older sibling. The implication for 
the present study is that the research should find more friction, or 
negative sibling affect, in families when only one of a pair of 
siblings is identified and placed in a gifted class than when both 
siblings are continuously enrolled in regular classroom programs.
Intelligence Still, the most frequently reported linkage is
between first-born status and superior intellectual achievement. 
Following Schooler's assertions of fundamental errors in birth-order 
research, analysis or reanalysis of a number of very large samples 
revived interest in the possibility that family structure and processes 
tend to favor first-borns over later-borns in intellectual development, 
but only in specific ways and under special circumstances. "The 
psychosocial approach is intuitively appealing and has stronger 
research support than the physiological or economic explanations." 
(Pfouts, p. 517) Three studies in particular attempted to establish a 
theoretical basis for enhanced intellectual performance of first-born 
children.
In 1975, Majoribanks and Walberg theorized that a child's 
intellectual ability depended on the amount of parental attention 
available to him, which in turn depended inversely on the number of 
children in the family. An only child, for example, would receive all 
the parental attention devoted to child rearing; a child with one
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sibling would receive half, and so on. On the basis of their study of 
185 Canadian boys, they concluded that families establish different 
environmental experiences for children of differing ordinal positions 
and that the variations are related to differences in mental ability 
scores. Thus, in two-sibling families, as in this study, the older 
child will have had all the parental attention in the first critical 
years of his life, until the birth of his sibling, when he is allotted 
half the parental attention. The second-born child receives only half 
the parental attention from the day he is born, so he has never 
experienced all the parental attention. Consequently, the first-born 
child will have a superior intellect in comparison to his second-born 
sibling.
Zajonc and Marcus (1975) proposed that a child's intellectual
level would depend on the cumulative effect of the average intellectual
environment of the family during his developmental years. The average
intellectual environment is defined as the average of the absolute
intellectual level of all family members. Thus, the first-born or only
child has a mathematically higher intellectual climate, being the
♦
average of his parents. The second-born child experiences a poorer 
intellectual environment, since the mathematical average would include 
not only his parents but also the older sibling. Thus, on the basis of 
their Dutch sample, they specified, in mathematical terms, how 
individual differences in mental ability occur within the social 
context of the family. Those differences are based on the mutual 
intellectual influences among the family members and are the basis of 
their Confluence Model. Again, in two-sibling families, as in this
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study, the first-born child will have a superior intellect in 
comparison to his second-born sibling.
Cicirelli (1976) described the family as an interactional system 
in which the influence of any family member on a child's intellectual 
development is qualified by the interactions involving other family 
members. He studied 603 11- and 12-year-old children of both sexes 
from white, middle class, suburban families. Family data were obtained 
via questionnaire and checked against school records. His variables 
included the number of children, birth order, sex of child, sex of 
siblings, mean sibling spacing, age difference to next-oldest sibling, 
inverse sibsize (1/number of children), parents' occupational level, 
and intelligence as measured by the California Test of Mental Ability 
(short form). The results indicated a statistically significant 
relationship (p<.01) betweeen family size and intelligence, with the 
mean intelligence quotient declining as family size increased from two 
to seven members. But he found no consistent decline in intelligence 
with increased birth order and no sharp drop associated with being 
last-born. He concluded that the number of children in the family (or 
its inverse) was significantly related to intelligence, while birth 
order and being last born was not. Hence, family size appears to be an 
important variable in the intellectual development of children; the 
larger the family size, the lower the mean intelligence quotient.
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Self-Concept of the Gifted
Torrance (1968) claimed that a child's self-concept was "an 
amalgamation of reflected appraisals of significant others in the 
child's life." (Bracken, p. 715) And many researchers have 
demonstrated that a gifted child's self-concept is greatly affected by 
how others perceive and react to his special abilities. Bracken 
(1980), however, focused on the gifted child's own perceptions of his 
interactions with peers, unlike previous studies which made use of a 
parent, a teacher, and/or peer reports to evaluate the gifted child's 
relations with his classmates. He reasoned that "it may be. . .that 
gifted children do not perceive their peer relations any more favorably 
than do the other children, yet may still be rated more favorably on 
this variable by their teachers, parents, and peers." (p.717)
Seventy-eight intellectually gifted students, who participated in 
gifted programs during the academic year and who were enrolled in a 
two-week program for the intellectually gifted at a southeastern 
university, were participants. Home-school selection into a gifted 
program was based primarily on a child's intelligence quotient, the 
lower limit of which was 120, together with achievement data and 
teacher nominations. Selection criteria for participation in the 
summer program is unknown, as is the male to female ratio. The mean 
chronological age was 9.8 years, and the mean school grade placement 
was 5.3. The families varied with respect to socioeconomic status, but 
most were Caucasians with "a few" orientals and blacks. A control 
group of non-gifted, elementary students enrolled in regular education 
classrooms was reported.
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Three self-report attitudinal questionnaires regarding 
self-concept, attitude toward learning, and attitude toward peers were 
used in this study. The instruments, in a Likert scale format, were 
validated, and estimates of reliability ranged from .68 to .87.
Results indicated that intellectually gifted elementary students 
exhibited more favorable attitudes toward learning than did the 
non-gifted sample but did not differ on their self-concepts or peer 
relations. Bracken concluded that "generalizations about gifted 
children's self-concepts cannot be easily made." (p. 717)
In 1981, Karnes and Wherry studied the self-concepts of 
gifted children using the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale. 
The subjects were 153 students who had completed grades 4 through 7 and 
who had intelligence quotients of 120 or above on either the Wechsler 
Intelligence Scale for Children— Revised or the Stanford-Binet. 
Intelligence Test. Form LM. Of the 77 girls and 76 boys, 90 were 
enrolled in school resource programs for the intellectually gifted, 58 
students were not enrolled in such programs, and data "were not 
available for five students." (p. 903) One investigator administered 
the scale to small groups of students in a classroom setting.
Results indicated that there was no significant difference in 
self-concept among grades, between sexes, or between students enrolled 
or not enrolled in gifted programs. However, a significant difference 
was found between the gifted students as a group and the normative 
population in favor of the gifted students.
Lehman and Erdwins (1981) hypothesized that the emotional and 
social spheres of gifted children's lives might be more similar to 
their mental age rather than their chronological age peers. They
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compared 16 gifted third graders (nine boys and seven girls), who were 
enrolled in a program for the gifted and talented in a suburban public 
school, with 16 average third graders (eight boys and eight girls) and 
with 16 average sixth graders (eight boys and eight girls). All groups 
were administered the California Test of Personality— Form AA; Primary 
and Elementary and the Children's Social Attitude and Value Scales.
Results indicated that the intellectually gifted children differed 
significantly from their chronological age mates more than from their 
mental age mates; they had higher adjustment scores than their 
chronological age mates and scored higher than their mental age mates 
on some of the social adjustment subtests. Although the pattern of 
differences was not consistent, generally the gifted children reported 
more positive feelings about themselves, more maturity in interactions 
with others, and better relations with others.
Believing that self-concept is influenced by the social
environment in which a child resides, Coleman and Fults (1982) compared
90 gifted 4th, 5th, and 6th grade students, who participated in a
one-day-a-week segregated program for the gifted, to 90 high-achieving
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normal students who remained in regular classrooms. The Piers-Harris 
Children's Self-Concept Scale was administered at three points in time 
over an 18 month period. Coleman and Fults report "substantial subject 
mortality" (to 63 gifted and 71 high-achieving students) but a balanced 
gender composition.
Results indicate that the average scores for both groups exceeded 
the mean for the normative sample and with less variability. For both 
groups of students, a positive self-concept resulted when comparing 
their abilities to other regular class students. When the comparison
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group was the segregated gifted program participants, self-concept 
diminished. In general, however, academically superior children have 
very positive self-concepts.
Maddux, Scheiber, and Bass (1982) studied 5th and 6th grade gifted 
students who received their education in a totally segregated program 
(full day instruction with gifted peers), a partially segregated 
program (one 3-hour block of advanced instruction daily with gifted 
peers), or the regular school program. Based on the normative data, 
the total group of gifted students had higher mean scores on the 
Piers-Harris Children’s Self-Concept Scale; comparison of the 
self-concepts of gifted and non-gifted children within the same school 
was not administratively possible.
Results indicated no differences in mean self-concept scores among 
integrated, segregated, and control groups at either the 5th or 6th 
grade level. Trends in self-concept scores at the 6th grade level 
favored the segregated group, though these differences did not achieve 
statistical significance. The researchers concluded that the grouping 
of gifted children was not harmful to their self-concept.
Winne, Woodlands, and Wong (1982) studied the self-concept of 4th 
through 7th grade learning disabled, normal, and gifted students 
selected from a large, suburban school district near Vancouver, British 
Columbia. Students were grouped according to : (1) general ability, as 
measured by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT); (2) the grade 
equivalent score of the reading comprehension subtest of the Canadian 
Test of Basic Skills; and (3) teacher identification. The 52 learning 
disabled students had a PPVT score of 85 or above, were 1.3 or more 
grade levels below on their reading comprehension subtest, and received
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one hour daily of resource room instruction. The 60 normal students 
obtained a PPVT score between 85 and 129, were within .5 grade 
equivalents of their grade placement, and were considered "average" by 
teachers. The 58 gifted students scored 120 or above on the PPVT, were 
1.6 or more grade equivalents above their grade placement, and were 
considered "superior" by their teachers. No information is given with 
regard to the male/female ratio, or to the race or socioeconomic status 
of the participants.
The Coppersmith Self-Esteem Inventory and a revised Sears 
Self-Concept Scale were administered in small group settings by a 
single trained examiner. To ensure that reading ability did not 
influence the responses, the examiner read each item aloud as the 
students read silently.
Though not statistically significant, results indicate that 
learning disabled students "reliably" report lower self-concept with 
respect to academic performance than do the gifted and normals. And on 
the Sears scale, there was weak evidence that the gifted showed lower 
self-concept "on several facets that might be crudely lumped together 
as involving contact with others" (p. 4*74), as compared to learning 
disabled students; that is, learning disabled children slightly 
exceeded the gifted on physical and social facets of self-concept, but 
on the Sears inventory only.
Kelly and Colangelo (1984) attempted to compare gifted youngsters 
with their non-gifted agemates on both academic and social 
self-concepts. The subjects were 266 students (145 males and 121 
females) comprising 90 percent of the total population of a 
consolidated junior high school (grades 7-9) for six rural communities.
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Groups were divided by composite scores on the Wechsler Intelligence 
Scale for Children— Revised, the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, grade point 
average, and parent, teacher, peer, and self-ratings. The 57 gifted 
students, 25 learning disabled students, and 184 normal students were 
administered the Academic Self-Concept Scale (ACSC) and the Tennessee 
Self-Concept Scale (TSCS) in one morning testing session.
The results indicate that gifted children, as a group, are better 
adjusted than children of average intelligence. The learning disabled 
students scored significantly (p<.05) lower than the gifted and the 
normal students on academic self-concept and on each of the eight TSCS 
scales. In separate analyses by gender, however, self-concept scores 
differed significantly (p<.05) only for males; no significant 
differences among female students were found on either scale. The 
gifted males scored significantly higher than the normal group on the 
ASCS and the total Personal Self scale of the TSCS.
Kelly and Colangelo conclude that the "gifted hold significantly 
higher academic and social self-concepts compared to the nongifted 
agemates," (p. 552) which indicates "an overall 'health' in both 
academic and social self-concept among *gifted youngsters." (p. 552)
Loeb and Jay (1987) compared 225 gifted 9- to 12-year-old children 
(4th through 6th graders), who were participating in three suburban 
programs for the gifted, to 102 non-gifted agemates on three measures 
of self-concept: the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale, a
"shortened form of the Nowicki-Strickland Children's Locus of Control 
Scale" (p. 10), and "a Q-Sort task which was used to provide a measure 
of self-satisfaction" (p. 10). Personality and behavioral information 
was provided by the teachers and by the mothers using a five-point
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rating scale. In addition, mothers supplied demographic and historical 
information and indicated their child-rearing strategies along a 
continuum of four parenting options.
Results based on the self-ratings indicated no significant main 
effects or interaction effects on measures of self-concept, locus of 
control, or satisfaction with self between the gifted and the 
non-gifted groups. When gender was taken into account, however, gifted 
girls described a more positive self-concept and a more internal locus 
of control than did non-gifted girls. Mothers and teachers also 
reported fewer problem areas for gifted girls. No such significant 
differences were found between groups of boys, although gifted boys did 
describe themselves as less satisfied with themselves, particularly 
with regard to physical strength and aggressiveness.
I Loeb and Jay conclude that "the impact of giftedness on children
can apparently best be understood in the context of the children's 
gender." (p. 12) Academic success appears to be consistent with a 
positive self image in preadolescent girls, but "may foster feelings of 
self-doubt, weakness, and lack of control in the young boy." (p. 12) 
Since Kelly and Colangelo (1984) found no significant effects between 
groups of adolescent females but significantly higher self-concept for 
adolescent males, Loeb and Jay interpret their results as a gender 
pattern "shift during adolescence." (p. 12)
In sum, the available research generally indicates a higher 
self-concept in gifted children when compared to the normative sample. 
This higher self-concept is not negatively effected by school placement 
in segregated, partially segregated, or regular classrooms. When 4th 
v through 7th grade gifted students were compared to a control group
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within their own geographic area, however, the results indicated there 
was no significant difference in self-concept. And when gender 
differences were taken into account, one study indicated both gifted 
girls and gifted boys exhibit higher self-concepts while another study 
indicated higher self-concept was only evident in boys. When 9th 
through 12th grade gifted students were studied, only gifted girls 
exhibited a higher self-concept.
Population: Siblings of the Gifted
Janos and Robinson (1985) have described the home life of 
intellectually gifted children as characterized by "high levels of 
parental education and income, harmonious marital relationships, and 
supportive child-rearing practices." (p. 1148) The parents "encourage 
intellectual exploration, answer their children's questions, and, in 
general, spend time with their children." (p. 1148) But are these 
qualities distributed equally among all children within the family, 
gifted and nongifted alike?
Peterson (1977) has found that the presence of a gifted child in 
the family is "associated with increases in competitiveness among all 
family members, sibling jealousy, and disrespect for each family 
member's uniqueness." (Ballering & Koch, p. 140) Especially "when the 
oldest child is the identified gifted one, the younger children have an 
almost impossible 'act' to follow." (Peterson, p. 397) But "regardless 
of where in a family the gifted one occurs, comparisons between 
children. . .are generally destructive of a child's sense of himself." 
(Peterson, p. 398)
Fisher (1978) interviewed the parents of 12 highly intelligent 
(IQ=130+), academically successful first grade children attending a
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suburban public school. Six of the children (three boys and three 
girls) had been chosen to participate in a program for the gifted and 
were therefore labeled "gifted" by the school system. The other six 
children (again, three boys and three girls) were not selected for the 
program and hence were "unlabeled" by school authorities.
Fisher’s findings indicate that the school-designated label is not 
as significant as a parent's perception of his child's giftedness. In 
those cases where there was agreement between the parents' perceptions 
and the school's designation, the label served: "(1) as a justification 
for parents to make additional demands on the school; (2). . .to 
increase the parents' expectations, aspirations and demands on their 
children; and (3). . .(to increase) parents' tolerance for unusual 
behavior and requests on the part of the labeled child." (p. 3318-A)
The interviews further revealed that "the label had a disrupting effect 
on families where there were nongifted siblings whether the label was 
bestowed by the family or the school." (p. 3318-A) This conclusion, 
however, was based solely on parental interviews and did not take into 
consideration the siblings' perception. Do these non-gifted siblings 
experience or perceive a "disrupting effect" on their lives because the 
gifted label has been attached to a brother or sister by either the 
parents or the school system?
Pfouts (1980) studied birth order, age-spacing, intelligence 
quotient (IQ) differences, and family relations in 37 two-boy families. 
The pairs of brothers were between 5 and 15 years of age and from 
intact, white, upper-middle-class, urban families. All participants 
were classified bright, superior, or gifted on the Slosson Intelligence 
Test. Group I (16 pairs of brothers) had no significant difference in
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intelligence (within 15 points); Group II (10 pairs of brothers) had 
the younger score significantly higher than the older; and Group III 
(11 pairs of brothers) had the older score significantly higher than 
the younger. Age-spacing categories included 16 pairs of brothers less 
than two years apart, 12 pairs of brothers two to three years apart, 
and nine pairs of brothers more than three years apart.
Each pair of brothers completed the Bene-Anthony Family Relations 
Test and the California Test of Personality. The Coppersmith 
Self-Esteem Index was completed by one teacher for each boy. The 
parents completed an author-made questionnaire concerning the 
"comparative attributes and abilities of their two children." (Pfouts, 
p. 521)
Results indicate that as a group, first-born brothers were rated 
by their parents and by their teachers as more academically successful 
than their second-born brothers, with the closest age spacing (less 
than two years apart) being the most disadvantageous for the 
second-borns. Yet academic performance and intelligence were 
positively associated for the second-borns but not for the first-borns. 
Pfouts therefore suggests that first-borns are "overachievers" while 
second-borns tend to perform according to ability, and that first-borns 
possess a "unique personality syndrome" (p. 521) that "serves as a 
functional equivalent to an unknown number of IQ points." (p. 522)
Results also indicate that the closer the brothers are in age, the 
more negative their relationships with both father and sibling, with 
the closest age-spacing (less than two years apart) being least 
associated with personal adjustment for second-born brothers. Pfouts 
concludes that close age-spacing is disadvantageous for both first- and
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second-born brothers in family relations and for second-borns, in the 
personal adjustment as well. This implies that the current study 
should also find a more negative relationship between siblings who are 
close in age.
In comparing the groups of brothers with equal intelligence, 
second-borns performed academically as well as first-borns, and their 
achievement was recognized by both parents and teachers. Second-borns 
also exhibited relatively high self-esteem, indicating equality was 
equated to success. First-born brothers, however, exhibited relatively 
low self-esteem, indicating equality was equated to failure.
In the group of less intellectually able first-borns, older 
brothers maintained their first-born status by taking an athletic 
rather than an academic role. Parents and teachers reported no 
significant birth-order differences in academic performance. Family 
relations were not marred by any unusual difficulties for first-born 
brothers with their fathers, mothers, or younger brothers. However, 
the more intellectually talented younger brothers had a positive 
relationship only with their fathers and their mothers; the 
relationship with their older brothers vas markedly hostile.
When the first-born is intellectually superior to his younger 
brother, the performance of both siblings "is congruent with family 
expectations and sibling roles are stable and satisfying." (Pfouts, p. 
527) This implies that the present study should result in no 
significant adverse effect on the sibling relationship between brothers 
when the older brother has been identified as gifted and participates 
in an academic program for the gifted. While there may be a more 
negative relationship between brothers the closer they are in age (as
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indicated above), the relationship is not further burdened if the 
first-born brother is intellectually superior to his second-born 
brother.
Sunderlin (1981) concluded from three case studies that 
discrepancies in intelligence between gifted and non-gifted siblings 
may be associated with greater adjustment difficulties within the 
sibling relationship, and cautioned that "parents who focus attention 
upon the gifted child while neglecting the less-well-endowed child 
foster bad feelings for everyone." (p. 101)
Hackney (1981) concurred that a gifted child may have a negative 
impact upon family interactions and family members' feelings about 
themselves. He stated that family adaptations "reflect a family system
in which the child is all important, in which sacrifice can take
extreme proportion, and in which the lifestyle is vulnerable to sudden 
temporary or even permanent change." (Hackney, p. 52)
Cornell (1981, 1983) investigated the impact of the "gifted" label 
on family dynamics. Forty-two middle- to upper-middle-class families, 
with first- and second-born children between the ages of 6 and 11, were 
participants. In 22 families, one or both children attended school 
programs for the gifted. While "insufficient data were available to 
characterize the 12 (younger) siblings of gifted children who were 
placed in regular programs" (Cornell, 1983, p.327), Cornell reports 
that four of these children had recorded IQ's ranging from 118 to 141. 
For the reader, the question becomes whether these 12 siblings should 
have been further subdivided into "non-gifted" siblings and "gifted but 
unlabeled" siblings rather than considering them all non-gifted.
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The remaining 20 families, with both children attending a regular 
school program, comprised a control group. There was, however, no 
intelligence data for this group to substantiate that they were, in 
fact, non-gifted children in regular programs. Both the gifted and the 
control groups had siblings distributed across all four combinations of 
sex and birth order.
The assessment consisted of the Family Environment Scale, the 
Children's Personality Questionnaire, conjoint and individual parent 
interviews, and three family interaction tasks (Plan Something 
Together, Family Thematic Apperception Test, and Unrevealed Differences 
Tasks).
Results indicate that the non-gifted sibling of a gifted child may 
have a less favorable status in the family than the gifted child, as 
indicated by family task and parent interview measures. When family 
member status was measured by recognition, no consistent differences 
among family members were found for groups with two gifted or two 
non-gifted children. However, a significant (p<.01) difference among 
family members was found when one child was labeled gifted and one 
non-gifted. In this group, the gifted ihild consistently received more 
recognition than any other family member.
A major finding of this study is that non-gifted siblings of 
gifted children are significantly (p<.01) less well-adjusted than other 
non-gifted children. They are described as "less careful of social 
rules, less outgoing, more easily upset, and more shy and restrained. 
Also, the siblings were significantly more excitable and impatient and 
tense and frustrated." (Cornell, 1983, p. 333)
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The importance of distinguishing parental perceptions of the child 
from school placement (Fisher, 1978) is supported by the finding that, 
in the majority of families with children in gifted programs, at least 
one parent did not perceive the child as gifted. Parents who perceive 
their children as gifted seem more proud of these children and describe 
a closer parent-child relationship. These differences in parental 
relationships with a child perceived as gifted and a sibling not 
perceived as gifted "could not be attributed to parents' sex or the 
child's birth order." (Cornell, 1981, p. 3819-B)
These findings raise concerns about the possible adverse effects 
on siblings when one child in the family is labeled "gifted." Although 
the gifted children do not stand apart from the non-gifted control 
children in personality measures, their siblings seem to be less well 
adjusted. This might imply that siblings are adversely affected by the 
positive labeling of gifted children.
Ballering and Koch (1984) compared gifted and non-gifted siblings' 
perceptions of their relationships with all other family members.
Since there was no identified gifted school-age population, 20 families 
were self-selected from the local association for the gifted and 
talented. This self-selection limits the generalizability of the 
findings, and the "small size precluded controlling for such possibly 
relevant variables as birth order and family size in the analyses." (p. 
143)
Twenty middle- and upper-class, intact families (13 two-child and 
seven three-child families) comprised the sample. The children ranged 
in age from six to 16 years, and included 22 gifted children (mean 
IQ=141) and 25 non-gifted children (mean IQ=115).
37
Each child was administered the Bene-Anthony Family Relations 
Test. Findings suggest that non-gifted children perceived their 
relationships with other children in the family more positively than 
did gifted children. However, there was a significant (p<.01) inverse 
relation when continuous IQ scores rather than discrete categories were 
analyzed. That is, as the non-gifted child's IQ score increased, his 
perception of the positive affect in his relationship with the gifted 
sibling decreased.
Ballering and Koch concluded that relationships among siblings 
were more affected by giftedness than are parent-child relationships. 
Father-child relationships did not differ with the children's 
giftedness-nongiftedness, and the mother-child relationships differed 
only in terms of negative affect, with the non-gifted more negative 
toward their mothers.
Colangelo and Brower (1987) studied the impact of the "gifted" 
label on families who had at least one child labeled gifted five or 
more years earlier and had participated in a program for the gifted.
The 38 gifted individuals had been identified while attending junior 
high school (grades 7 through 9) and no!/ had a mean age of 20.0 years; 
the 28 siblings had a mean age of 19.9 years. Fifty-three parents were 
also included in the study. Participants were organized into matched 
pairs: gifted to siblings (N=25), gifted to parents (N=44), and
siblings to parents (N=31).
Family members were mailed individual copies of the Perceptions of 
Family Communication Scale to be completed and returned. The 
researchers indicate that this seven-item scale "is in the initial 
phases of development and extensive work on validity needs to be
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completed." (p. 76) Return rates were 41.7% for parents, 46.9% for 
gifted, and only 19% for siblings.
Results indicate that the "gifted label does not appear to have 
long-term negative effects for siblings or the family as a whole." (p. 
77) Contrary to the reported research on the immediate adjustment 
difficulties encountered by a sibling when a brother or sister is 
labeled gifted, Colangelo and Brower conclude that siblings '"came to 
terms' with the label and did not seem to harbor negative feelings or 
recollections." (p. 75) The gifted individual, however, "seemed less 
certain of the positive feelings of siblings and parents regarding the 
label." (p. 75)
In sum, there is general agreement in the previous research that 
the presence of a gifted child in the family has a disrupting or 
( negative effect on at least some sibling relationships. The question
remains, however, which sibling relationships are adversely effected. 
Pfouts concluded that there was no increased difficulty between 
siblings if the second-born brother had equal or less intellectual 
capability than his older brother; the sibling relationship was 
considerably more negative when the second-born brother intellectually 
exceeded his older brother. Cornell concluded that siblings were less 
well adjusted across all four gender combinations. And Ballering and 
Koch concluded that as the difference in intelligence quotients between 
siblings narrowed, the sibling relationship deteriorated. Whether the 
adverse effect of the gifted label on sibling relationships was a 
lasting phenomenon was addressed by Colangelo and Brower. They 
concluded, on the basis of a 19 percent response rate from non-gifted 
1 siblings, that it was not.
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Summary
Sibling interaction is a very common form of behavior; 80 percent 
of American children are reared in families which include brothers 
and/or sisters. (Schvaneveldt & Ihinger, p. 453) Thus, it is 
reasonable to assume that the experiences children share with siblings 
will have a profound influence on their socialization and personality 
development. Indeed, Adams (1968) concluded that relationships with 
siblings during the early years not only affect the quality of life 
during childhood and adolescence but have a lifelong significance as 
well.
How siblings affect each other has undergone considerable 
theorization. A sibling may simply act as a role model. Sibling 
interaction, however, may include the processes of identification and 
differentiation or the functions of closeness and performance on a 
highly relevant task. Whatever the theoretical components of the 
sibling relationship, it is considered an important determinant of an 
individual's self-image and significantly influences self-description.
Birth order has less apparent influence on sibling affect than 
does the direction of the age differenc’e (feeling closer to an older 
than a younger sibling), the age of the student (declining affect in 
adolescence), sex combination (preferring the same sex sibling), or 
family size (more sibling closeness in a two-child than a larger 
family). And for both sexes, there is more friction when one sibling 
outperforms the other than when siblings perform equally.
In his 1983 investigation of the impact of the "gifted" label on 
family dynamics, Cornell noted that the association "between birth 
order and placement in a gifted or regular program was highly
40
significant." (p. 328) Variations in intelligence within a family have 
been variously ascribed to the amount of parental attention available 
(parental attention being inverse to the number of children in the 
family) and to the absolute average of the intellectual level of all 
family members. The mean intelligence quotient of a family does 
decline as family size increases from two to seven members, but there 
is no consistent decline in intelligence with increased birth order and 
no sharp drop in intelligence with being last-born.
In general, research results indicate that gifted elementary 
school students as a group, and girls in particular, exhibit a higher 
self-concept and a more favorable attitude toward learning than their 
non-gifted schoolmates. Likewise, gifted junior high school students 
as a group, but boys in particular, exhibit a higher self-concept than 
their schoolmates. Evidence also suggests that the self-concept of the 
gifted is greatly affected by how others perceive and react to their 
special abilities.
While a school-designated label of giftedness is not as 
significant as the parents' perceptions, it has been found that any 
label has a disrupting effect on families where there are non-gifted 
siblings. These families are characterized by increased 
competitiveness among all family members, sibling jealousy, and 
disrespect for individual differences. The non-gifted sibling receives 
less recognition and experiences greater adjustment difficulties within 
the sibling relationship. As the discrepancy in intelligence between 
the gifted and the sibling decreases, the perception by the sibling of 
positive affect in the relationship with the gifted also decreases.
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It would appear, then, that giftedness is a relevant, and 
seemingly negative, factor in sibling relationships. Therefore, the 
purpose of this study is to determine if the siblings of gifted 
elementary students differ significantly from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in sibling affection, self-concept, or observable 
classroom behavior; and to investigate the relationship between sibling 
affection and self-concept, sibling affection and observable classroom 
behavior, and self-concept and observable classroom behavior.
CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
This study is undertaken for the purpose of determining if the 
siblings of gifted elementary students differ significantly from 
siblings of non-gifted elementary students in sibling affection, 
self-concept, or observable classroom behavior; and of investigating 
the relationship between sibling affection and self-concept, sibling 
affection and observable classroom behavior, and self-concept and 
observable classroom behavior. Following a definition of giftedness, 
the researcher will describe the subjects and demographic information, 
the instruments used to measure the variables in question, the 
procedure of data collection, the method of statistical analaysis, and 
the statistical hypotheses.
Definition of Giftedness
The Student Evaluation Manual of the Tennessee Department of
Education defines giftedness in terms of superior intellectual ability
*
and outstanding potential for academic achievement. Other 
characteristics, such as creativity or leadership qualities, are not 
included in the definition, thereby limiting those who can be state 
certified and therefore eligible for special education services to 
those students who are intellectually gifted.
Two criteria for certification as an intellectually gifted student 
have been established. First, the student's intellectual functioning 
on a standardized individual test of intelligence must measure at least
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two standard deviations above the mean, given the standard error of the 
measurement. Second, either the student must demonstrate superior 
academic achievement at the 96th percentile or above in one or more 
major academic areas, such as reading, language arts, or mathematics; 
or the student must demonstrate superior intellectual ability in his 
ideas and projects related to one or more academic fields. In sum, the 
student must have an IQ of 128 or above and score at the 96th 
percentile in at least one major academic area or demonstrate superior 
classroom work.
However, an October 23, 1989, memorandum from the Commissioner of 
the Tennessee Department of Education to all Special Education 
Supervisors confused the issue by stating that ". . .local M-Teams may 
use any two of the three [emphasis supplied] criteria in determining 
that a student meets the state's criteria for intellectual giftedness 
. . . ." Those students presently enrolled in programs for the gifted 
who do not have a current intellectual assessment recorded at 128 or 
above are, in effect, "local option" intellectually gifted students. 
Therefore, two types of students can be enrolled in programs for the 
gifted in the State of Tennessee. Those who meet the intellectual 
criterion plus academic achievement or superior classroom work (state 
certified) and those who demonstrate academic achievement and superior 
classroom work (local option).
For the purpose of this study, the "gifted" are defined as those 
elementary-aged children in grades 4 through 6 who meet the criteria 
for state certification as intellectually gifted and who are currently 
participating in a public school program for the gifted. Those 
children who are state qualified but who have elected not to
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participate in the gifted program, for whatever reason, will not be 
included in this study. No attempt is made to justify the 
identification process or the quality of the differentiated program.
Subjects and Demographic Information
The subjects of this research are second-born children in 
two-sibling families in which both children are enrolled in grades 3 
through 6. Siblings who are currently enrolled full- or part-time in 
any Special Education program for the handicapped, including Speech 
Therapy, will not be participants in this study.
Group 1 (Gifted/Siblings) includes those first-born children in 
grades 4 through 6 who are state certified as intellectually gifted and 
who are currently participating in a gifted program and their 
second-born siblings in grades 3 through 5 who are continuously 
enrolled in regular classroom programs. These pairs of siblings will 
be distributed across all four gender and three grade-spacing 
combinations.
Group 2 (Older/Younger) includes those first-born children in 
grades 4 through 6 and their second-born siblings in grades 3 through 5 
where both children are continuously enrolled in regular classroom 
programs. They are also distributed across all four gender and three 
grade-spacing combinations.
The Memphis City School system is a large, urban school district 
located in southwestern Tennessee on the Mississippi River. It is 
comprised of 162 schools with approximately 104,000 students, 79 
percent of whom are of African-American descent. Permission to conduct 
this research was obtained from Dr. Kathy E. Pruett, Director of
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Research Services for Memphis City Schools. A copy of her letter is 
included in the Appendix.
In order to locate the siblings of gifted elementary children,
Judy Collins, Supervisor of the Memphis City Schools gifted program 
(called CLUE for Creative Learning in a Unique Environment) was 
contacted. A listing of CLUE students and their siblings was not 
available through the Memphis City Schools' computer service.
Therefore, a meeting with the 17 intermediate CLUE teachers, who 
provide itinerant services to the gifted population in grades 4 through 
6, was held. Each CLUE teacher was asked to provide the student 
information requested on the CLUE Survey Form. A copy of this CLUE
Survey Form can be found in the Appendix.
Two of the 17 Intermediate CLUE teachers were not allowed to
complete the survey form by their school principal (as was the
principal's right under the terms of Dr. Pruett's letter) and one 
teacher chose not comply with the request. The resulting 459 CLUE 
students' response forms were then reviewed for possible inclusion as 
subjects in the study; that is, there were to be only two children, in 
grades three through six, in the family, with the older child a state 
certified gifted student and the younger child enrolled in a regular 
classroom program. The 27 gifted students who met the criteria were 
located in 16 different elementary schools throughout the city. Those
27 CLUE students and their younger siblings comprise Group 1 
(Gifted/Sibling) and were distributed across all four gender and three 
grade-spacing combinations.
Each of the 16 principals was approached individually for 
permission to conduct the study in his building and for his assistance
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in identifying a similar pair of siblings to comprise Group 2 
(Older/Younger). These pairs were not necessarily matched to the Group 
1 pair in his building but fell within the guidelines for inclusion in 
the study. Group 2 was also distributed across all four gender and 
three grade-spacing combinations.
The Parental Consent Forms were forwarded to the parents. (A copy 
of the Parental Consent Form can be found in the Appendix.) Of the 27 
pairs of students in Group 1 (Gifted/Siblings), five parents indicated 
they did not wish to participate in the study, two families had 
withdrawn their children from the Memphis City Schools, and one family 
had decided against continuing in the CLUE program. The final study is 
based on the remaining 19 pairs of students in Group 1 
(Gifted/Siblings) and 19 pairs of students in Group 2 (Older/Younger), 
as indicated on Table 1.
TABLE 1 
RESEARCH SUBJECTS 
Group 1 Group 2
(Gifted/Siblings) (Older/Younger)
19 19 19 19
Specific demographic information, in the form of a Parental 
Questionnaire, was collected after permission for participation in the 
study was obtained. Copies of the Parental Permission form and the 
Parental Questionnaire, with cover letter, can be found in the 
Appendix.
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Instrumentation
The instruments used in this investigation were chosen on the 
basis of their appropriateness to the type of study undertaken and to 
the particular subjects who would be participants.
Self-Concept The Piers-Harris Children’s Self-Concept Scale 
(CSCS) is a self-report inventory consisting of 80 "yes-or-no" 
statements designed to measure self-concept in children from grades 4 
through 12. Test-retest reliabilities range from .42 to .96, with a 
mean of .73. Internal consistency coefficients range from .88 to .93 
for the total, and .73 to .81 for the clusters. Estimates of content, 
criterion-related, and construct validity are "generally quite 
acceptable." (Mitchell, p. 1169) This scale is considered the "best 
children's self-concept measure currently available." (Mitchell, p. 
1170)
The Sibling Relationship The Family Relationship Inventory, 
(FRI) 1982 Revision, is a paper-and-pencil inventory intended to assess 
sibling relationships and parent-child interaction. As each of the 50 
(25 positive and 25 negative) items is read, the respondent (age 5 
through adult) decides whether it best Describes himself, a particular 
family member, or no one ("wastebasket"), and indicates the 
corresponding number on a tabulating form. Scoring is based on raw, 
rather than normative, data and derives a positive or negative score 
for self, each family member, and the "wastebasket."
"Reliability coefficients for the scores on Self, Mother, Father, 
and Subject are .77, .82, .88, and .90, respectively." (Theimer, p.
289) However, these refer to the 1974 edition and are based on the 
responses of 19 high-school students. With a validity correlation of
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.55 derived from the same sample, "validity and reliability based on 
these studies alone is not a warranted conclusion." (Theimer, p. 289)
It is suggested that while the FRI does reveal the degree of social 
distance within the family, it should be used in conjunction with other 
instruments in examining significant family relationships.
Therefore, a random sample of half the pairs of students from 
Group 1 and half the pairs of students from Group 2 was administered 
the Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test, Children's Version (FRT). This 
individually administered test of the child's perceptions of his family 
relationships has been used in the previously cited research of Pfouts 
(1980) and Ballering and Koch (1984). Again, as each of the items is 
read, the respondent (age 7 through 15) decides whether it best 
describes himself, a particular family member, or "Mr. Nobody."
Scoring of the seven identified factors is based on normative data.
The authors report within scale reliability ranges from .68 to .90 for 
these seven factors (Ballering & Koch, 1984).
Classroom Behavior The Devereux Elementary School Behavior 
Rating Scale II (DESB-II) is a 52-item paper-and-pencil inventory 
designed to assess achievement-related classroom behavior patterns of 
children aged 6 through 12. The classroom teacher indicates the 
frequency of behaviors for 30 of the items and the degree of similarity 
between the child and a descriptive statement for 22 items. Total raw 
scores can be converted to standard scores. Means and standard 
deviations are available for normative samples from regular and special 
education programs. "The items accurately collect information on 
patterns of classroom behavior." (Carroll, p. 107) Test-retest 
reliabilities range from .64 to .90, with a mean of .81.
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Data Collection
Following receipt of the signed parental permission form 
allowing participation in this study, a numbered coding system was used 
to protect the identity of individual subjects. The Parental 
Questionnaire utilized this system, and the accompanying cover letter 
urged the parents not to indicate names on the form. (Copies of the 
Parental Questionnaire and cover letter can be found in the Appendix.) 
The behavior rating scale was similarly coded when returned by the 
teacher, and the researcher personally administered the instruments to 
the students.
The researcher administered the self-concept scale (CSCS) and the 
relationship inventory (FRI) to the students in a small group situation 
at their home-schools. Two consecutive sessions were required at each 
of the 16 schools so that no sibling pairs were tested together, 
although they were tested on the same day. The order of administration 
of the CSCS and FRI was alternated. A random sample of half the 
sibling pairs was also administered the Bene-Anthony FRT. Upon 
completion of the testing, one student of each sibling pair was given 
the Parental Questionnaire, requesting Specific demographic 
information, and cover letter to take home and return to school when 
completed.
The behavior rating scale, along with a return envelope, was then 
distributed by the researcher to the classroom teachers. A follow-up 
letter was forwarded to those teachers who did not return the completed 
scale within two weeks.
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Method of Statistical Analysis
This research was designed to determine if the siblings of gifted 
elementary students differ significantly from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in sibling affection, self-concept or observable 
classroom behavior; and to investigate the relationship between sibling 
affection and self-concept, sibling affection and observable classroom 
behavior, and self-concept and observable classroom behavior. 
Statistical procedures include Descriptive Statistics, ^-Values, and 
Pearson Correlations.
Statistical Hypotheses
Null Hypothesis (H q_j): Siblings of gifted elementary students
do not differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in sibling affection.
Alternate Hypothesis (H A-l): Siblings of gifted elementary
students do differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in sibling affection.
Null Hypothesis (H q_2): Siblings of gifted elementary students
do not differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in self-concept.
Alternate Hypothesis (H 2): Siblings of gifted elementary
students do differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in self-concept.
Null Hypothesis (H q-3^  : Siblings of gifted elementary students
do not differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in observable classroom behavior. *
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Alternate Hypothesis (H ^ g)i Siblings of gifted elementary 
students do differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in observable classroom behavior.
Null Hypothesis (H q-4): There is no significant relationship
(p<.05) between sibling affection and self-concept in siblings of 
gifted elementary students.
Alternate Hypothesis (H a-4);  ^significant relationship (p<.05)
exists between sibling affection and self-concept in siblings of gifted 
elementary students.
Null Hypothesis (H q~5): There is no significant relationship
(p<.05) between sibling affection and observable classroom behavior in 
siblings of gifted elementary students.
Alternate Hypothesis (H 5): A significant relationship (p<.05)
exists between sibling affection and observable classroom behavior in 
siblings of gifted elementary students.
Null Hypothesis (H o~6 ^: There is no significant relationship
(p<.05) between self-concept and observable classroom behavior in 
siblings of gifted elementary students.
Alternate Hypothesis (H a-6 ^: ^ Significant relationship (p<.05)
exists between self-concept and observable classroom behavior in 
siblings of gifted elementary students.
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r- Summary
This study concerned the affective sibling relationship, 
self-concept, and observable classroom behavior of siblings of gifted 
elementary students. Its purpose was to determine if these siblings 
differ significantly from siblings of non-gifted elementary students in 
sibling affection, self-concept, or observable classroom behavior; and 
to investigate the relationship between sibling affection and 
self-concept, sibling affection and observable classroom behavior, and 
self-concept and observable classroom behavior.
The sample was selected from two-sibling families in which both 
children are enrolled in grades 3 through 6. Group 1 (Gifted/Siblings) 
consisted of first-born children who are state certified as 
intellectually gifted and who are currently participating in the gifted 
( program and their second-born siblings who are continuously enrolled in
regular classroom programs. Group 2 (Older/Younger) consisted of 
first-born children and their second-born siblings where both children 
are continuously enrolled in regular classroom programs. Both groups 
were distributed across all four gender and three grade-spacing 
combinations. *
Instrumentation included the Piers-Harris Children’s Self-Concept 
Scale (CSCS), the Family Relationship Inventory (FRI), and the Family 
Relations Test. Children’s Version (FRT). All participants were 
administered the CSCS and the FRI in small groups at their 
home-schools. A random sample of half the sibling pairs was 
individually administered the FRT at their home-schools. Classroom 
teachers were requested to complete the Devereux Elementary School 
Behavior Rating Scale II for each child, and demographic information,
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in the form of a questionnaire, was requested from the parents. All 
data collected on or from the participants was held strictly 
confidential; anonymity was maintained by coded protocol. Statistical 
analysis of the research hypotheses was conducted and is reported in 
Chapter 4.
CHAPTER 4: ANALYSIS OF RESULTS
The purpose of this chapter is to analyze the results of this 
study in accordance with the statistical procedures described in 
Chapter 3. Following a description of the subjects, the hypotheses 
will be restated and data will be presented with probability 
statements. In summary, statements regarding the acceptance or 
rejection of the hypotheses will be made.
Subject Description
Parental Questionnaire Responses to the Parental
Questionnaire for Gifted Families and Non-Gifted Families are listed in 
Tables 2.1 and 2.2 in the Appendix; results are summarized in Table 
2.3.
As can be noted from Table 2.3, there was a 95 percent response 
rate to the Parental Questionnaire for Gifted Families and a 79 percent 
response rate to the Parental Questionnaire for Non-Gifted Families.
The Gifted Families were 95 percent white, with one family (white) not 
responding. The Non-Gifted Families were 68 percent white, with four 
families (one white and three black) not responding. The three 
Non-Gifted black families who did not respond to the questionnaire 
represent 50 percent of the Non-Gifted black families.
The age of mothers in Gifted families was somewhat older than the 
age of mothers in Non-Gifted families, with a mean age difference of .5 
years and a median age difference of 2.5 years. Mothers in Gifted
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families did have a smaller age range of 13 years (29 to 42 years) as 
compared to the mothers in Non-Gifted families, who had an age range of 
16 years (29 to 45 years).
The educational level of mothers in Gifted families also tended to 
be higher than the educational level of mothers in Non-Gifted families. 
While the mean educational level for both groups of mothers was "some 
college," the median level for mothers in Gifted families was an earned 
college degree as compared to "some college" for mothers in Non-Gifted 
families. The range of educational levels for mothers in Gifted 
families was high school to an advanced degree, while the range of 
educational levels for mothers in Non-Gifted families was "less than 
high school" to an advanced degree.
The age of fathers in Gifted families was somewhat younger than 
the age of fathers in Non-Gifted families, with a mean age difference 
of 2.0 years but an identical median age of 38 years. Like the mothers 
in Gifted families, the fathers in Gifted families had a smaller age 
range of 12 years (30 to 42 years) as compared to the fathers in 
Non-Gifted families, who had an age range of 17 years (32 to 49 years).
The educational level of fathers in Gifted families also tended to 
be slightly higher than the educational level of fathers in Non-Gifted 
families. While the median for both groups of fathers was "some 
college" and the range for both groups was high school to an advanced 
degree, the mean educational level of fathers in Gifted families was an 
earned college degree, while the mean educational level of fathers in 
Non-Gifted families was "some college."
The range of income ($15,000 to $50,000 +) and the mean income 
level ($37,000) of both Gifted and Non-Gifted families was identical.
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However, the median income in Gifted families ($45,000) was $10,000 
more than the median income in Non-Gifted families ($35,000).
Demographic Information Individual information regarding race, 
age, grade, and sex of the Gifted/Siblings pairs and the Older/Younger 
pairs is listed in the Appendix on Tables 3.1 and 3.2, respectively; 
group information regarding grade-spacing and gender combinations is 
summarized below in Table 3.3.
TABLE 3.3
SIBLING PAIR DEMOGRAPHICS
Group 1 Group 2
(Gifted/Siblings) (Older/Younger)
Grade-Spacing
1 year 4 7
2 years 8 5
3 years 7 7
Gender Combinations
Male - Male 6 5
Male - Female 5 6
Female - Male 4 4
Female - Female 4 4
As can be seen in Table 3.3, all three grade-spacing combinations 
have been accounted for within the Gift^ed/Siblings group and the 
Older/Younger group. Between groups, an equal number of sibling pairs 
are spaced three grade levels apart (seven pairs each). The 
Gifted/Siblings group does have three more pairs spaced two grade 
levels apart and three fewer pairs spaced one grade level apart than 
the Older/Younger group. In addition, from Tables 3.1 and 3.2 in the 
Appendix, the Gifted/Siblings group includes seven younger third 
graders who had been tentatively selected for the gifted program, 
although none had been state certified; and the Older/Younger group
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includes three students (two older and one younger) who had been 
retained in a previous grade.
Also from Table 3.3, it can be seen that all four gender 
combinations have been accounted for within the Gifted/Siblings group 
and the Older/Younger group, and the gender combinations between the 
groups are nearly identical. The exception is one more male-male 
combination and one less male-female combination for the 
Gifted/Siblings group as compared to the Older/Younger Group.
Comparability of Four Groups The Gifted/Siblings and 
Older/Younger groups were divided into subgroups to determine if any of 
the resulting four subgroups differed significantly (p<.05) from the 
total group of subjects with regard to sibling affection, self-concept, 
or observable classroom behavior. The Gifted/Siblings group was 
divided into subgroups termed Gifted and Siblings; the Older/Younger 
group was divided into subgroups termed Older and Younger. The total 
group of 76 students was called Total or MCS (for Memphis City 
Schools).
Individual results of the FRI and the Bene-Anthony FRT are listed 
for the Gifted and Older subgroups in Table 4.1 and for the Siblings 
and Younger subgroups in Table 4.2 in the Appendix. These results are 
given in terms of the raw score or "X" (the difference between the 
number of positive statements and negative statements about a sibling) 
and Involvement (the total number of statements regarding a sibling).
Descriptive Statistics for the FRI are summarized on Table 4.3.
As can be seen, all of the subgroups responded negatively to their 
brothers or sisters in terms of raw scores. The Gifted subgroup was 
the most negative of the four subgroups and more negative than the
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Total (MCS) group. The medians are highest (least negative) and 
identical for the Siblings and Younger subgroups, which may indicate 
they are more in awe of or look up to their older brothers and sisters. 
The smallest range and standard deviation of the raw scores is in the 
Siblings subgroup, indicating they are much less varied in their 
opinion of their gifted brothers or sisters. With regard to the degree 
of involvement, as indicated by the total number of positive and 
negative statements regarding a brother or sister, three of the four 
medians are identical; the exception is the Younger subgroup with one 
additional statement. The means, however, indicate slightly less 
involvement for the Gifted and Older subgroups and somewhat more 
involvement for the Siblings and Younger subgroups.
Descriptive Statistics for the Bene-Anthony FRT are summarized on 
Table 4.A. Again, all four of the subgroups responded negatively to 
their brothers or sisters. The Siblings subgroup, however, is the most 
negative, as indicated by both the mean and median. The degree of 
involvement of the Siblings subgroup is also higher than the other 
subgroups (based on the mean), and the range and standard deviation 
indicate greater variability.
t-Values and significance levels for the FRI and the Bene-Anthony 
FRT are listed on Table 4.5. As can be seen, there is no significant 
(p<.05) difference in either the raw scores (the difference between 
positive and negative statements about a sibling) or the degree of 
involvement (the total number of statements regarding a sibling) for 
any subgroup as compared to the Total (MCS) group on the FRI. On the 
Bene-Anthony FRT, however, the Siblings subgroup is significantly 
(p<.01) more negative than the Total (MCS) group, in terms of raw
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scores, toward their gifted brothers or sisters; there is no 
significant difference in the amount of their involvement with their 
brothers or sisters. In other words, the Siblings subgroup has the 
same amount of involvement with their brothers or sisters, but that 
involvement is significantly more negative when compared with the Total 
(MCS) group.
Individual self-concept scale raw scores, t-scores, percentile 
ranks, and self-concept clusters scoring one standard deviation above 
and one standard deviation below the mean are listed in the Appendix on 
Table 5.1 for the Gifted and Older subgroups and on Table 5.2 for the 
Siblings and Younger subgroups.
Descriptive statistics for the Total (MCS) group and each subgroup 
with regard to self-concept are summarized in Table 5.3. In terms of 
raw scores, the Gifted subgroup averages nearly six points higher than 
the Total group mean, while the Older subgroup is almost identical to 
the Total group mean and the Siblings and Younger subgroups are 
approximately three and two points lower than the Total group mean 
respectively. In terms of the differences between the means of 
subgroup raw scores, there is a nine point difference between the 
Gifted and Siblings subgroups and only a two point difference between 
the Older and Younger subgroups. A six point difference separates the 
Gifted and Older subgroups, while the Siblings and Younger subgroups 
evidence a one point difference. Similarly, the Gifted subgroup median 
is seven points higher than the Total group median, the Older subgroup 
is one point higher, and the Siblings and Younger subgroups are both 
two points lower than the total group median. Since a higher raw score 
indicates a more positive self-concept, the Gifted subgroup exhibits
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the greatest degree of positive self-concept of the four subgroups.
The largest discrepancy between subgroup self-concept means is between 
the Gifted and their Siblings.
Again from Table 5.3, the Total group range is 55 points (from 
23-78). The Siblings subgroup exhibits the widest range at 51 points, 
followed by the Older subgroup at 41 points, the Younger subgroup at 38 
points, and finally the Gifted subgroup at 24 points. This indicates 
that of the four subgroups, the Gifted subgroup is the most homogeneous 
while the Siblings subgroup is the most heterogeneous.
An underlying assumption of the Piers-Harris Children's 
Self-Concept Scale is that self-concept is not a unitary dimension. 
Believing that children view themselves differently across different 
areas, six areas (called "clusters") were derived empirically through 
factor analysis by the scale's authors and were labeled Behavior, 
Intellectual and School Status, Physical Appearance and Attributes, 
Anxiety, Popularity, and Happiness and Satisfaction. For the purpose 
of this study, the Total group and each of the four subgroups was 
analyzed in terms of the number of clusters scoring one Standard 
Deviation above the mean (+1 SD), one Standard Deviation below the mean 
(-1 SD), and the total number of clusters above and below the mean (+1 
SD and -1 SD). One Standard Deviation above the mean corresponds to 
the 84th percentile, and one Standard Deviation below the mean 
corresponds to the 16th percentile.
From Table 5.3, it can be seen that the Gifted subgroup is most 
likely to score in one or more clusters one standard deviation above 
the mean (+1 SD), followed by the Older, Siblings, and Younger 
subgroups respectively. The Older subgroup is most likely to score in
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one or more clusters one standard deviation below the mean (-1 SD), 
followed by the Siblings, Younger, and Gifted respectively. And for 
the total number of clusters above and below the mean (+1 SD & -1 SD), 
the descending order is Older, Gifted, Siblings, and Younger subgroups.
t-Values for the Total (MCS) group and each of the four subgroups 
are indicated on Table 5.4. The Total (MCS) group was first compared 
to the normative population given for the Piers-Harris Children's 
Self-Concept Scale. As can be seen, the Total (MCS) group differed 
significantly (p<.01) from the normative population; that is, as a 
group, they exhibited more positive self-concept. Each subgroup was 
then compared to the Total (MCS) group, and only the Gifted subgroup 
differed significantly (p<.01) in terms of exhibiting more positive 
self-concept.
Each subgroup was then compared to the Total (MCS) group in terms 
of the total number of self-concept clusters scoring one Standard 
Deviation above and one Standard Deviation below the mean (+1 SD & -1 
SD), the number of self-concept clusters scoring one Standard Deviation 
above the mean (+1 SD), and the number of self-concept clusters scoring 
one Standard Deviation below the mean (-1 SD). The Older subgroup had 
significantly (p<.05) more total cluster scores and significnalty 
(p<.05) more clusters scoring one Standarad Deviation below the mean. 
Table 5.5 (Self-Concept Cluster Scales) in the Appendix would suggest 
that the Older subgroup exhibits lowered self-concept in cluster III 
(Physical Appearance and Attributes) and in cluster V (Popularity). No 
subgroup had significantly (p<.05) more clusters scoring one Standard 
Deviation above the mean; however, the Gifted subgroup had
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significantly (p<.01) fewer clusters scoring one Standard Deviation 
below the mean.
The 50 behaviors measured by the Devereux Elementary School 
Behavior Rating Scale II are used by the scale's author to define 10 
behavior factors (work organization; creative initiative/involvement; 
positive attitude toward teacher; need for direction in work; socially 
withdrawn; failure anxiety; impatience; irrelevant thinking/talk; 
blaming; and negative/aggressive) and four behavior clusters 
(perseverance, peer cooperation, confusion, and inattention). The 
factors consist of three to five items, and the clusters consist of two 
to four items. The typical range of scores of students in regular 
class placements falls within one Standard Deviation of the mean (-1 SD 
to +1 SD). Therefore, a score above +1 SD or below -1 SD is indicative 
of an abnormal amount of a particular behavior.
Individual results of observable classroom behavior are listed for 
the Gifted and Older subgroups on Table 4.1 and for the Siblings and 
Younger subgroups on Table 4.2 in the Appendix. These tables list 
those factors or clusters that are one or more Standard Deviations 
above and below the mean.
Descriptive Statistics for observable classroom behavior are 
summarized in Table 6.1. As can be seen from the Total (+1 SD & -1 SD) 
means, the Gifted subgroup is most likely to record a higher number of 
behavior factors and clusters, followed by the Siblings, Older, and 
Younger subgroups respectively. The Gifted subgroup is also most 
likely to record exceptionally appropriate behavior (+1 SD), again 
followed by the Siblings, Older, and Younger subgroups. With regard to 
i. inappropriate behavior (-1 SD), the Gifted subgroup is least likely and
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the Older subgroup is most likely to exhibit this behavior. It can be 
stated that the Gifted and Siblings subgroups are much alike in their 
behavior; that is, they rank first and second in appropriate behavior 
and fourth and third in inappropriate behavior.
t-Values and significance levels with regard to observable 
classroom behavior are listed on Table 6.2. None of the four subgroups 
differ significantly (p<.05) from the Total (MCS) group in appropriate 
behavior (+1 SD), inappropriate behavior (-1 SD), or the total number 
of behavior factors and clusters (+1 SD & -1 SD). Thus, while a trend 
can be seen from Table 6.1, it is not statistically significant 
according to Table 6.2.
The number of people in each subgroup scoring in one or more 
factors and/or clusters one Standard Deviation above the mean (+1 SD) 
and one Standard Deviation below the mean (-1 SD) are found on Tables 
6.3 and 6.4, respectively, in the Appendix. In general, the Gifted 
subgroup has little need for direction and has well organized work, but 
is somewhat impatient. The Older subgroup tends to be somewhat 
negative and inattentive.
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Siblings of the Gifted and Siblings of the Non-Gifted
The first purpose of this study is to determine if the siblings of 
gifted elementary students differ significantly from siblings of 
non-gifted elementary students in sibling affection, self-concept, or 
observable classroom behavior.
Null Hypothesis (H q _ j ) s Siblings of gifted elementary students 
do not differ significantly (p<,05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in sibling affection.
Alternate Hypothesis (H Siblings of gifted elementary
students do differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in sibling affection.
Null Hypothesis (H q. ^ ) 5 Siblings of gifted elementary students 
do not differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in self-concept.
Alternate Hypothesis (H Siblings of gifted elementary
students do differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in self-concept.
Null Hypothesis (H q-3 ^! Siblings of gifted elementary students 
do not differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in observable classroom behavior.
Alternate Hypothesis (H ^ 3 )* Siblings of gifted elementary 
students do differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students in observable classroom behavior.
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Descriptive Statistics of sibling affection, self-concept, and 
observable classroom behavior for the Siblings of the Gifted (Siblings) 
and the Siblings of the Non-Gifted (Younger) are summarized on Tables 
7.1 and 7.2, respectively. In comparing these tables, it can be seen 
that the Siblings subgroup has a slightly lower mean self-concept and a 
slightly higher median self-concept. The Siblings subgroup also has a 
somewhat larger range and substantially more variance in their 
responses. With respect to behavior, the Siblings subgroup has a 
higher mean and median, a slightly larger range, and more variance than 
does the Younger subgroup.
Responses to the FRI give mixed results; that is, the Siblings 
subgroup is less negative when comparing the means but more negative 
when comparing the medians. The Siblings subgroup has a larger range, 
while the Younger subgroup exhibits more variance. The results of the 
Bene-Anthony FRT, however, are much more focused. The Siblings 
subgroup is more negative, with respect to both the mean and the 
median, with a smaller range and less variance.
t-Values and significance levels for sibling affection, 
self-concept, and observable classroom behavior as they relate to the 
first three null hypotheses and alternates are listed on Table 7.3. As 
can be seen, the younger siblings of gifted elementary students 
(Siblings) did not differ significantly (p<.05) from younger siblings 
of non-gifted elementary students (Younger) in raw scores (the 
difference between positive and negative statements), the degree of 
involvement (the total number of statements), or the proportion of 
positive and negative statements with the degree of involvement, as 
evidenced on the Family Relationship Inventory. H(q_ P  is accepted and
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H(a j) is rejected at the .05 confidence level with regard to sibling 
affection, as measured by the Family Relationship Inventory.
Younger siblings of gifted elementary students (Siblings) did not 
differ significantly (p<.05) from younger siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students (Younger) in the degree of involvement (the total 
number of statements) or the proportion of positive and negative 
statements with the degree of involvement, as evidenced on the 
Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test. However, they did differ 
significantly (p<.0 1 ) in terms of raw scores (the difference between 
positive and negative statements). Thus, while the level of 
involvement with an older brother or sister was not significantly 
different, the Siblings subgroup's type of involvement was 
significantly more negative than that of the Younger subgroup. H(q_j) 
is rejected and H(^_j) is accepted at the .05 confidence level with 
regard to sibling affection, as measured by the Bene-Anthony Family 
Relations Test.
The younger siblings of gifted elementary students (Siblings) did 
not differ significantly (p<.05) from younger siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students (Younger) in standard scores, in the number of 
self-concept clusters scoring one Standard Deviation above the mean (+1 
SD), in the number of self-concept clusters scoring one Standard 
Deviation below the mean (-1 SD), or in the Total number of 
self-concept clusters (+1 SD & -1 SD). H(q_2 ) is accepted and H(A_2 ) 
is rejected at the .05 confidence level with regard to Self-Concept, as 
measured by the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale.
Younger siblings of gifted elementary students (Siblings) did not 
differ significantly (p<.05) from younger siblings of non-gifted
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elementary students (Younger) in the number of behavior factors and 
clusters one Standard Deviation above the mean (+1 SD), the number of 
behavior factors and clusters one Standard Deviation below the mean (-1 
SD), or in the Total number of behavior factors and clusters (+1 SD &
-1 SD). H(q_3 ) is accepted and H(^ 3 ) is rejected at the .05 
confidence level with regard to observable classroom behavior, as 
measured by the Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale II.
The second purpose of this study is to investigate the 
relationship between sibling affection and self-concept, sibling 
affection and observable classroom behavior, and self-concept and 
observable classroom behavior.
Null Hypothesis (H 0-4 )* There is no significant relationship 
(p<.05) between sibling affection and self-concept in siblings of 
gifted elementary students.
Alternate Hypothesis (H 4-4 ): A significant relationship (p<.05)
exists between sibling affection and self-concept in siblings of gifted 
elementary students.
Null Hypothesis (H 0 .5 ): There ls( no significant relationship 
(p<.05) between sibling affection and observable classroom behavior in 
siblings of gifted elementary students.
Alternate Hypothesis (H ^ 3 ): A significant relationship (p<.05)
exists between sibling affection and observable classroom behavior in 
siblings of gifted elementary students.
Null Hypothesis (H o-6 ^: There is no significant relationship
(p<.05) between self-concept and observable classroom behavior in 
siblings of gifted elementary students.
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Alternate Hypothesis (H ^_g): A significant relationship (p<.05)
exists between self-concept and observable classroom behavior in 
siblings of gifted elementary students.
Pearson Correlations with regard to these three Null Hypotheses 
and their Alternate Hypotheses are found on Table 8.1. As can be seen, 
Pearson correlations were calculated on the six (two-way) combinations 
of the variables sibling affection (both the FRI and the Bene-Anthony 
FRT), self-concept, and observable classroom behavior. The only 
significant combination of variables is self-concept with behavior 
(p<.0039), which has a correlation coefficient of .6635 and which 
accounts for 44 percent of the variance. The correlation between the 
FRI Score and Bene-Anthony FRT Score reached the .0955 level of 
significance, which is an acceptable significance for preliminary 
research purposes only.
Three-way multiple correlations were also calculated and are found
on Table 8.2 in the Appendix. These results yield correlation
coefficents of .698 and .6731, respectively, when the dependent
variable self-concept is correlated with behavior and either the FRI or
*
Bene-Anthony FRT. The combination of self-concept with behavior and 
FRI accounts for 49 percent of the variance; the combination of 
self-concept with behavior and the Bene-Anthony FRT accounts for 45 
percent of the variance. Since the Pearson correlation of self-concept 
with behavior already accounts for 44 percent of the variance, the 
addition of a sibling affection variable (either the FRI or 
Bene-Anthony FRT) only increases the total variance accounted for by 
five percent and one percent, respectively. Similarly, when the 
dependent variable behavior is correlated with self-concept and either
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the FRI or Bene-Anthony FRT, the correlation coefficients are .6718 and 
.6909, respectively, accounting for 45 percent and 48 percent of the 
variance. Again, since the Pearson correlation of self-concept with 
behavior already accounted for 44 percent of the variance, the addition 
of a sibling affection variable (either the FRI or Bene-Anthony FRT) 
only increases the variance accounted for by one percent and three 
percent, respectively. Clearly, there exists a significant (p<.05) 
two-way relationship between self-concept and observable classroom 
behavior. The addition of a sibling affection variable (either the FRI 
or the Bene-Anthony FRT) only increases the variance accounted for by 
one to five percent.
Therefore, there is no significant relationship (p<.05) between 
sibling affection, as measured by either the Family Relationship 
Inventory or the Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test, and self-concept, 
as measured by the Piers-Harris Children’s Self-Concept Scale in
siblings of gifted elementary students. H(q ^  is accepted and H( ^ _^ )
is rejected at the .05 confidence level with regard to sibling
affection and self-concept.
There is no significant relationship (p<.05) between sibling 
affection, as measured by the Family Relationship Inventory or the 
Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test, and observable classroom behavior, 
as measured by the Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale II
in siblings of gifted elementary students. H( 0 -5) is accepted and
H( a-5) is rejected at the .05 confidence level with regard to sibling 
affection and observable classroom behavior.
There is a signifcant relationship (p<.05) between self-concept, 
as measured by the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale, and
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observable classroom behavior, as measured by the Devereux Elementary 
School Behavior Rating Scale II in siblings of gifted elementary 
students. H( q _^ ) is rejected and H( is accepted at the .05 
confidence level with regard to self-concept and observable classroom 
behavior.
Summary
The Parental Questionnaire was returned by 95 percent of the 
Gifted Families, who were 95 percent white. It was returned by 79 
percent of the Non-Gifted Families, who were 6 8  percent white. The 
information supplied indicated that the mothers in Gifted Families 
tended to be somewhat older and more educated than the mothers in 
Non-Gifted Families. Fathers in Gifted Families tended to be somewhat 
younger and more educated than fathers in Non-Gifted Families. The 
income range and mean income level of both Gifted and Non-Gifted 
Families was identical; however, the median income level of Gifted 
Families was reported to be $10,000 more than the median income level 
of Non-Gifted Families.
Demographic information regarding t;he sibling pairs indicated that 
all three grade-spacing combinations and all four gender combinations 
had been accounted for within Group 1 (Gifted/Siblings) and within 
Group 2 (Older/Younger). Between groups, the Gifted/Siblings had three 
more pairs spaced two grade levels apart and three fewer pairs spaced 
one grade level apart than the Older/Younger group. Gender 
combinations between groups were nearly identical, with one more 
male-male combination and one less male-female combination for the 
Gifted/Siblings group.
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The Gifted/Siblings group and Older/Younger group were divided 
into subgroups (termed Gifted, Siblings, Older, and Younger) to 
determine if any of the resulting four subgroups differed significantly 
(p<.05) from the Total (MCS) group of subjects with regard to sibling 
affection, self-concept, or observable classroom behavior. With regard 
to sibling affection, all of the subgroups responded negatively to 
their brothers or sisters on both the Family Relationship Inventory 
(FRI) and the Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test (FRT). There was no 
signficant (p<.05) difference in either raw scores or the degree of 
involvement for any subgroup as compared to the Total (MCS) group on 
the FRI. On the FRT, however, the Siblings subgroup was significantly 
(p<.05) more negative, in terms of raw scores, than the Total (MCS) 
group; there was no significant difference in the amount of their 
involvement with their brothers or sisters.
With regard to self-concept, as measured by the Piers-Harris 
Children's Self-Concept Scale, the Total (MCS) group differed 
significantly (p<.01) from the normative population; the Total (MCS) 
group exhibited more positive self-concept. In comparing each of the 
four subgroups to the Total (MCS) group, only the Gifted subgroup 
differed significantly (p<.0 1 ) in terms of exhibiting more positive 
self-concept. The Gifted subgroup also had significantly (p<.01) fewer 
self-concept clusters scoring one Standard Deviation below the Mean.
Observable classroom behavior was assessed by one teacher for each 
student using the Devereux Elementary School Behavior Ratine Scale II. 
Results indicated that none of the four subgroups differed 
significantly (p<.05) from the Total (MCS) group in the amount of 
appropriate or inappropriate behavior.
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Having analyzed the four subgroups as compared to the Total (MCS) 
group, the subgroups Siblings and Younger were compared to each other 
for the purpose of hypothesis testing. Siblings of gifted elementary 
students (Siblings) did not differ significantly (p<.05) from siblings 
of non-gifted elementary students (Younger) in sibling affection, 
self-concept, or observable classroom behavior, as measured by the 
Family Relationship Inventory, the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept 
Scale, and the Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale II.
The first three null hypotheses are accepted and their alternate 
hypotheses are rejected at the .05 confidence level. However, when the 
Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test results for half of the members of 
the Siblings and Younger subgroups were analyzed, the Siblings subgroup 
was again significantly (p<.05) more negative, in terms of raw scores, 
than the Younger subgroup; there was no significant difference in the 
amount of their involvement with their brothers or sisters.
The relationship between the variables sibling affection and 
self-concept, sibling affection and observable classroom behavior, and 
self-concept and observable classroom behavior was investigated. There 
was no significant relationship (p<.05) between sibling affection, as 
measured by either the FRI or the Bene-Anthony FRT, and self-concept; 
and there was no significant relationship (p<.05) between sibling 
affection, as measured by the FRI or the Bene-Anthony FRT, and 
observable classroom behavior. H(q_^) and H(q_^) are accepted and 
H( a_4) and H(^_j) are rejected at the .05 confidence level. There was 
a significant relationship (p<.05) between self-concept and observable 
classroom behavior. H(o-6  ^ is rejected and H(^_g) is accepted at the 
.05 level of confidence.
CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the findings as 
presented in Chapter 4. Following a summary of the research, 
conclusions are stated, limitations are discussed, implications are 
presented, and future research is suggested.
Summary
This study was undertaken for the purpose of determining if the 
siblings of gifted elementary students differ significantly from 
siblings of non-gifted elementary students in sibling affection, 
self-concept, or observable classroom behavior; and of investigating 
the relationship between sibling affection and self-concept, sibling 
affection and observable classroom behavior, and self-concept and 
observable classroom behavior.
The sample was selected from a large, urban school district 
located in the Mid-South. Pairs of siblings were selected from 
two-sibling families in which both children were enrolled in grades 3 
through 6 . Group 1 (Gifted/Siblings) consisted of first-born children 
who were state certified as intellectually gifted and who were 
participating in the gifted program and their second-born siblings who 
were continuously enrolled in regular classroom programs. Group 2 
(Older/Younger) consisted of first-born children and their second-born 
siblings where both were continously enrolled in regular classroom
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programs. Both groups were distributed across all four gender and 
three grade-spacing combinations.
Fourteen intermediate teachers of the gifted, or 82 percent, 
returned a total of 459 gifted students' response forms. Of these, 27 
pairs of gifted students and their younger siblings met the criteria 
for inclusion in the study. Parental Permission Forms granting 
permission to participate in this study were obtained for 19 of these 
Gifted/Siblings pairs (Group 1), which represents 70 percent of the 
available gifted/sibling pairs and 80 percent of the proposal goal of 
24 gifted/sibling pairs.
The principals of the elementary schools where Group 1 students 
were located were asked for assistance in identifying pairs of siblings 
for Group 2 (Older/Younger). These pairs were not necessarily matched 
to the gifted/sibling pair in his building but fell within the 
guidelines for inclusion in the study. Nineteen such pairs were 
located, and parental permission to participate was obtained.
The researcher administered the Piers-Harris Children's 
Self-Concept Scale (CSCS) and the Family Relationship Inventory (FRI) 
to the students in a small group situation at their home-schools. Two 
consecutive sessions were required so that no sibling pair was tested 
together, although they were tested the same day. The order of 
administration of the CSCS and the FRI was alternated. A random sample 
of half the sibling pairs was also administered the Bene-Anthony Family 
Relations Test (FRT). Upon completion of the testing, one student of 
each sibling pair was given the Parental Questionnaire, cover letter, 
and return envelope to take home and return to the school when 
completed. The Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale II,
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along with a return envelope, was then distributed by the researcher to 
the classroom teachers. Strict anonymity was maintained.
Conclusions
Comparability of Families
1. Responses to the Parental Questionnaire indicate that this study's 
Gifted families and Non-Gifted families were fairly comparable, 
with the Gifted families tending to have slightly older and more 
educated mothers, somewhat younger and more educated fathers, and 
a higher median income level than Non-Gifted families.
2. Gifted/Siblings pairs (Group 1) and Older/Younger pairs (Group 2) 
were comparable, with all three grade-spacing combinations and all 
four gender combinations represented in each group.
Comparability of Four Subgroups
The Gifted/Siblings and Older/Younger groups were divided into 
four subgroups (termed Gifted, Siblings, Older, and Younger) to 
determine if any of the resulting subgroups differed significantly 
(p<.05) from the Total (MCS) group of subjects with regard to sibling 
affection, self-concept, or observable classroom behavior.
1. There was no significant difference (p<.05) between the Total 
(MCS) Group and any of the four subgroups in raw scores (the 
difference between positive and negative statements) on the Family 
Relationship Inventory.
2. There was no significant difference (p<.05) between the Total 
(MCS) Group and any of the four subgroups in the degree of 
involvement (positive plus negative statements) on the Family 
Relationship Inventory.
The Siblings subgroup differed significantly (p<.01) from the 
Total (MCS) Group in raw scores (the difference between positive 
and negative statements) on the Bene-Anthony Family Relations 
Test; they were significantly more negative toward their older, 
gifted brother or sister.
There was no significant difference (p<.05) between the Total 
(MCS) Group and any of the four subgroups in the degree of 
involvement on the Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test.
The Total (MCS) group scored significantly (p<.01) above the 
normative population on the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept 
Scale; they exhibited higher self-concept.
The Gifted subgroup scored significantly (p<.01) above the Total 
(MCS) group on the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale; 
they exhibited higher self-concept.
The Gifted subgroup had significantly (p<.01) fewer self-concept 
clusters scoring one Standard Deviation below the Total (MCS) 
mean; they exhibit higher self-concept across all six self-concept 
clusters.
The Older subgroup had significantly (p<.05) more self-concept 
clusters scoring one Standard Deviation below the Total (MCS) 
mean. Table 5.5 in the Appendix suggests they exhibit lowered 
self-concept in physical appearance and attributes and in 
popularity.
No subgroup had significantly (p<.05) more self-concept clusters 
scoring one Standard Deviation above the Total (MCS) mean.
There was no significant difference (p<.05) between the Total 
(MCS) Group and any of the four subgroups in the total number of
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observable classroom behavior factors and clusters (+1 SD & -1 
SD), as reported on the Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating 
Scale II.
12. There was no significant difference (p<.05) between the Total 
(MSC) Group and any of the four subgroups in the number of 
observable classroom behavior factors or clusters one Standard 
Deviation above the mean (+1 SD), as reported on the Devereux 
Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale II.
13. There was no significant difference (p<.05) between the Total 
(MCS) Group and any of the four subgroups in the number of 
observable classroom behavior factors or clusters one Standard 
Deviation below the mean (-1 SD), as reported on the Devereux 
Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale II.
Siblings of Gifted Elementary Students
1. Younger siblings of gifted elementary students (Siblings) do not 
differ significantly (p<.05) from younger siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students (Younger) in raw scores (the difference 
between positive and negative statements), the degree of 
involvement (the total number of statements), or the proportion of 
positive and negative statements with the degree of involvement, 
as reported on the Family Relationship Inventory. H(^ )^ is 
accepted and H(^_^) is rejected at the .05 confidence level, as 
measured by the Family Relationship Inventory.
2. Younger siblings of gifted elementary students (Siblings) do not 
differ significantly (p<.05) from younger siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students (Younger) in the degree of involvement (the
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total number of statements) or the proportion of positive and 
negative statements with the degree of involvement, as reported on 
the Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test. However, they did differ 
significantly (p<.0 1 ) in terms of raw scores (the difference 
between positive and negative statements). Thus, while the level 
of involvement with an older brother or sister is not 
significantly different, the Siblings subgroup's type of 
involvement is significantly more negative than that of the 
Younger subgroup. These results must be interpreted with extreme 
caution, since the findings are based on a random sample of ten of 
the members of the Siblings and Younger subgroups. In terms of 
hypothesis testing, H(q_j)1 s rejected and is accepted at
the .05 confidence level, as measured by the Bene-Anthony Family 
Relations Test.
3. Younger siblings of gifted elementary students (Siblings) do not 
differ significantly (p<.05) from younger siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students (Younger) in self-concept, as measured by the 
Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale. H(q 2 ) accepted 
and H(^_2 ) is rejected at the .05 confidence level, as measured by 
the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale.
4. Younger siblings of gifted elementary students (Siblings) do not 
differ significantly (p<.05) from younger siblings of non-gifted 
elementary students (Younger) in observable classroom behavior, as 
reported on the Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale
II. H( q_^ is accepted and H(^_^) is rejected at the .05 
confidence level, as reported on the Devereux Elementary School 
Behavior Rating Scale II.
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5. There is no significant relationship (p<.05) between sibling 
affection, as measured by either the Family Relationship Inventory 
or the Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test, and self-concept, as 
measured by the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale in 
siblings of gifted elementary students. H(q_^) is accepted and 
H(a_4 ) is rejected at the .05 confidence level with regard to 
sibling affection and self-concept.
6 . There is no significant relationship (p<.05) between sibling 
affection, as measured by the Family Relationship Inventory or the 
Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test, and observable classroom 
behavior, as measured by the Devereux Elementary School Behavior 
Rating Scale II in siblings of gifted elementary students. H(q_^) 
is accepted and H(^_5 ) is rejected at the .05 confidence level 
with regard to sibling affection and observable classroom 
behavior.
7. There is a signifcant relationship (p<.05) between self-concept, 
as measured by the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale, and 
observable classroom behavior, as measured by the Devereux 
Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale II in siblings of gifted 
elementary students. H(q_^) is rejected and H(^_g) is accepted at 
the .05 confidence level with regard to self-concept and 
observable classroom behavior.
Limitations
Three specific limitations of this study, all involving the sample 
size and/or selection, need to be discussed. First, the size of the 
sample (19 younger siblings of gifted elementary students) appears
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quite small and indeed limits statistical analysis. However, only 
three previous research projects (previously cited in the Review of the 
Literature) have directly studied these siblings and all have employed 
a smaller number of subjects than the present study. Pfouts (1980) 
located 52 pairs of male siblings, of which 37 pairs (or 71 percent) 
agreed to participate. These 37 pairs were divided into three groups 
for analysis: 1 1 gifted/sibling pairs, ten sibling/gifted pairs, and 16 
sibling/sibling (or control) pairs. Cornell (1981, 1983) located 42 
families, again dividing the subjects into three groups: ten 
gifted/gifted pairs, 1 2 gifted/sibling pairs, and 2 0 sibling/sibling 
(or control) pairs. Ballering and Koch (1984) located 20 families 
through the local association for the gifted. These families had 25 
non-gifted siblings and 2 2 gifted siblings (eight first-born, 11  
second-born, and three third-born). As Pfouts (1980) stated in her 
discussion of this issue
A highly restricted sample was used. Because of the wide 
variation among families in size, composition, race, and 
social class, stringent controls are essential in order to 
achieve useful results. . . .The disadvantage of lack of 
generality of such a purposive sample is, I believe, clearly 
outweighed by the fact that, given the heterogeneity of 
families, valid generalizations about family dynamics can 
only come from knowledge gained by comparing studies from 
different configurations using similar controls. (Pfouts, 
1980, p. 520)
The second sampling consideration concerns the existence of the 
"local option" in the state definition of intellectual giftedness. In
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reviewing the completed CLUE Survey forms, it was interesting to note 
the prevalence of pairs of siblings where one child (usually the older) 
was state certified as intellelctually gifted and the other (usually 
younger) was "local option" intellectually gifted. Under the 
constraints of this study, these pairs of siblings could not be 
considered for participation. Yet it could be argued that in a 
majority of cases, had the "local option" not been available, the 
second child would have remained in a regular classroom program and may 
therefore have experienced difficulties in self-concept, the affective 
sibling relationship, and observable classroom behavior.
And finally, there is the selection process involving the control 
group. Since the 19 gifted/sibling pairs were located in 16 different 
elementary schools throughout the district, and since it was felt that 
the control group pairs should be housed in the same school buildings 
as the gifted/sibling pairs, it was necessary to ask the principals of 
those schools to recommend students for the control subjects. The bias 
of the principals cannot be overlooked; they seem to have selected 
their "best" students for this project. This is evidenced by the 
self-concept scores, wherein all four subgroups of students scored 
significantly above the normative population.
A final limitation of this study is that is did not tap parental 
perceptions of giftedness. Since Fisher (1978) indicated that parental 
perceptions of giftedness were more significant to a child than were 
school designated labels, the Parental Questionnaire and/or the 
addition of a parental interview to reveal parental perceptions of 
giftedness should have been included in the design of the study.
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Implications
Manaster and Corsini have contended that the "demand for attention 
is the first element that leads to sibling rivalry." (p.89) But 
"special siblings do not have to compete for place; their status is 
assured." (Shulman and Mosak, 1977, p. 120) That would indicate that 
younger siblings of gifted elementary students, in order to enhance 
status, would engage in attention-seeking behaviors. Yet the results 
of this study suggest otherwise. Younger siblings of gifted elementary 
students are not significantly different from either the larger 
population or younger siblings of non-gifted elementary students in 
observable classroom behavior. Nor have they given up, as would be 
indicated by a lowered self-concept. The only indication of sibling 
rivalry is covert, in the negative attitude reflected in the raw scores 
of the Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test.
It must be remembered, however, that the Bene-Anthony FRT was 
administered to only half of the Siblings and Younger subgroups (10 
members in each subgroup) whereas the FRI, which did not reflect a 
significant difference between the groups, was administered to all 19 
Sibling and Younger subgroup members. Therefore, extreme caution is 
urged in interpreting these results.
This study has broadened the knowledge base concerning siblings of 
elementary gifted students. It has included a control group matched to 
all four gender and three grade-spacing combinations within a public 
school setting. It compliments previous research in the finding of 
negative affective relations when the Bene-Anthony FRT is used as one 
of the instruments.
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Recommendations
The limitations and implications of the present study, as noted, 
as well as some of the findings in the Literature Review, provide 
direction around which recommendations for future research can be 
organized.
1. The school population from which the sample is drawn should be 
highly competitive, such as an affluent, suburban school district 
where the overall emphasis is on high academic achievement.
2. The definition of "giftedness" should be clearly established in 
terms of minimum intellectual and age requirements. "Local 
option" is an issue as well as pre-gifted classes for younger 
children.
3. The use of intelligence score differences rather than discrete 
categories (gifted versus non-gifted) should be used to further 
refine which siblings of gifted elementary school children may 
experience negative affect.
4. The Bene-Anthony Family Relations Test should be administered as
the primary instrument in assessing sibling affection.
*
5. The assessment of sibling affection should be expanded to include 
parental perceptions. The Review of the Literature suggested that 
parental attitude toward giftedness was more influential to a 
child than a label attached by a school district, and this should 
not be overlooked in future research.
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Reply To The Office Of:
Kathy E. Pruett, Ed.D., Director 
Division of Research Services 
Phone: 454-5450
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May 8 , 1989
Ms. Karen E. West 
2210 Kingsrow Parkway 
Cordova, TN 38018
Dear Ms. West:
Your study "Siblings of Elementary Gifted Students: The Sibling
Relationship and Self-concept" has been reviewed and approved by person­
nel in the Memphis City Schools' Division of Special Education and the 
Division of Research Services. Please contact the principals of the 
schools in which you wish to work to secure their permission to conduct 
your study. You should use this letter as official notification of 
approval of your study. As soon as you have secured permission from 
school principals to conduct the study, please provide my office with a 
list of participating schools.
Written parental permission must be obtained for each student par­
ticipating in the study, and the instructional program of students must 
not be interrupted. Please forward to me a copy of each signed parental 
permission form. As a requirement for all research conducted in the 
school system, please submit a copy of your completed study to this di­
vision.
I wish you continued success in your research endeavors, and if I 
may assist you in the future, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,
Kathy E. Pruett
jm t
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22 September 1989
To: Intermediate CLUE teachers
Re: CLUE Survey Form
Thank you for helping me locate the students I need for my dissertation study 
entitled "Siblings of Elementary Gifted Students: The Sibling Relationship and 
Self-Concept." I am enclosing a copy of Dr. Kathy Pruett’s letter of May 8 , 
1989, granting approval to conduct this study within the Memphis City Schools.
On a sheet of their own notebook paper, please have each of your CLUE students 
in grades 4, 5. and 6  complete the information listed on the enclosed "CLUE 
Survey Form." Please return these forms (one for each child) to me at 
Berclair Mental Health Center no later than Friday, October 6 . I have 
enclosed a self-addressed envelope for your convenience.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at Berclair 
(767-2440) of at ray home (373-4727). Again, thank you.
(Mrs.) Karen E. West, NCSP
/kw
encs. (2 )
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CLUE Survey Form
Name:______________________________________ School
Date of Birth:___________________ Grade
Homeroom Teacher:________________   CLUE Teacher:_
Please write the word "Brothers" and list the full name, age, grade, and 
school for each of your brothers. If you have no brothers, please write 
"None."
Example:
Brothers:
John David West 12 years 7th Houston High
Douglas Allan West 5 years K Stelter School
Thomas Alan West 25 years --  --
Please write the word "Sisters" and list the full name, age, grade, and school 
for each of your sisters. If you have no sisters, please write "None.”
Example:
Sisters: None
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2597 Avery Avenue • Memphis, Tennessee 38112 • (901) 454*5200
Please Reply To
Memphis City Schools Mental Health Center 
Department of Pupil Services 
Berclair Branch -8 1 0  North Perkins 
Dear Parents, Memphis. Tenn. 38122 — Phone: 767-2440
I am currently a doctoral candidate in the School of Education of the College 
of William and Mary in Virginia and am conducting research on self-concept, 
sibling affection, and classroom behavior of children in two-child families.
I would like permission for both your children to participate in this research 
project.
As participants, your children would be administered a self-concept scale and 
a relationship inventory, which take approximately 40 minutes to administer in
a small group at school. A random sample of children would then be asked to
complete a second relationship test to aid in confirming the results. Your 
children's teachers would also be asked to complete a classroom behavior 
rating scale, and you, as parents, would be asked to complete a short 
questionnaire.
All responses obtained from the children, teachers, and parents will be held 
strictly confidential. I am not interested in any one child's responses but 
rather in how these children, as a group, respond to these types of questions.
A final report, based solely on group analysis of the data, will be made
available to the school system.
Please indicate whether your children may or may not participate in this 
project by signing and returning this form to me as quickly as possible. 
Participation is completely voluntary, and your children may withdraw at any 
time with no penalty to their status as a students. If you have any questions 
or concerns regarding this project, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
373-4727.
Thank you in advance for your cooperation and support.
Very truly yours,
(Mrs.) Karen E. West, M.Ed. 
Doctoral Candidate
/kw
(Older Child's Name) (Younger Child's Name)
_______Yes, my children have my permission to participate in this research
project.
________No, my children do not have my permission to participate in this
research project.
iGgSggcfo 
(Date) Parent's Signature
ilUlGtgSctioo 2597 Avery Avenue • Memphis, Tennessee 38112 • (901) 454*5200
. Please Reply To
Memphis City Schools Mental Health Center 
Department of Pupil Services 
Berclair Branch -8 1 0  North Perkins 
Memphis. Tenn. 38122 — Phone: 767-2440
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Dear Parents,
Thank you for allowing your children to participate in my research project on 
self-concept, sibling affection, and classroom behavior of children in 
two-child families. I sincerely appreciate your cooperation and support.
I am enclosing the Parental Questionnaire for your completion. The 
information requested is identical for each of your children, the older child 
down the left-hand column and the younger child down the right-hand column. 
Please do not list their names - on this form.
On the second page, I have also asked for the age and highest level of 
education for each parent, along with the annual family income. Whether the 
outcome of this research is helpful to other school districts may depend on 
this type of information. Again, let me stress that only group data will be 
analyzed and reported.
Please complete this questionnaire as quickly.as possible and return it in the 
enclosed envelope to the school. If you have any questions or concerns, 
please do not hesitate to contract me at 373-4727.
Very truly yours
(Mrs.) Karen E. West, M.Ed 
Doctoral Candidate
/few
encs.
Project Code No:
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PARENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
Please answer the following questions for each of your children.
Older Child
Date of Birth:
Age:_________ Sex:______
Current Grade Placement:
The number of years this child 
has been enrolled in the Memphis
City schools._______________ __
List grades_______________
The number of years this child 
was enrolled in a private school
or another school district.____
List grades___________ _ _
Has this child ever skipped or 
been retained in a grade?
Yes___________No_________ _
If yes, what grade?_______
Does this child participate in 
any Special Education program 
(for example: gifted, speech, 
learning disabled, hearing 
impaired, or the like)?
Yes__________No_____________
If yes, state the type of 
special need
and
Month and year the child 
entered the program:
Younger Child 
Date of Birth:
Age:_________ Sex:______
Current Grade Placement:
The number of years this child 
has been enrolled in the Memphis
City schools._________________
List grades______________
The number of years this child 
was enrolled in a private school
or another school district.___
List grades______________
Has this child ever skipped or 
been retained in a grade?
Yes___________No__________
If yes, what grade?______
Does this child participate in 
any Special Education program 
(for example: gifted, speech,
learning disabled, hearing 
impaired, or the like)?
Yes___________No__________
If yes, state the type of 
special need
and
Month and year the child 
entered the program:
Older Child (continued) Younger Child (continued)
Did this child participate in 
any Special Education program 
while enrolled in another 
school district?
Yes____________No_____________
If yes, state the type of 
special need
Month and year the child 
entered the program:
and
Month and year the child 
left the program:
Did this child participate in 
any Special Education program 
while enrolled in another 
school district?
Yes____________No_________
If yes, state the type of 
special need
Month and year the child 
entered the program:
and
Month and year the child 
left the program:
Mother
Please answer the following questions for each parent.
Father
Age:_
Level of Education (check one):
less than high school___
high school graduate____
some college____________
college graduate________
advanced degree_________
Age:.
Level of Education (check one):
less than high school___
high school graduate____
some college____________
college graduate________
advanced degree_________
Please indicate the annual income of your family.
(check one)
under $10,000_____
$10,000 to $20,000_____
$20,000 to $30,000_____
$30,000 to $40,000_____
$40,000 to $50,000_____
over $50,000_____
TABLE 2.1 
RESPONSES TO PARENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
Gifted Families
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Race Age of Age of Education Education Income
Mother Father of Mother of Father
1. W 40 39 some college adv degree 15,000
2. W 29 30 some college college 45,000
3. W 42 40 adv degree college 35,000
4. B 28 30 college high school 15,000
5. W 40 42 college college 50,000+
6. W 38 41 high school some college 45,000
7. w 33 35 college some college 50,000+
8. w 36 37 high school some college 15,000
9. w 31 37 high school some college 25,000
10. w 39 40 college college 45,000
11. w 36 39 high school high school 45,000
12. w (no response returned)
13. w 33 — college — 15,000
14. w 40 42 adv degree* adv degree 50,000+
15. w 38 38 some college college 45,000
16. w 39 37 adv degree adv degree 50,000+
17. w 38 38 adv degree some college 50,000+
18. w 37 38 college adv degree 50,000+
19. w 36 37 high school some college 15,000
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TABLE 2.2;. ,
RESPONSES TO PARENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
Non-Gifted ‘Families
Race Age of Age of Education Education Income
Mother Father of Mother of Father
1. B 41 49 adv degree some college 50,000+
2. W 35 35 high school some college 35,000
3. B (no response returned)
4. W 35 44 some college college 35,000
5. B 37 35 high school some college 25,000
6. W 31 33 less than h.s. some college 50,000+
7. W (no response returned)
8. w 36 41 high school high school 35,000
9. w 32 38 high school high school 25,000
10. w 34 38 high school some college 35,000
11. B 34 — some college — 35,000
12. B (no response returned)
13. W 37 . 37 adv degree college 50,000+
14. W 45 48 some college high school 50,000+
15. W 41 42 college adv degree 50,000+
16. W 29 32 college high school 15,000
17. w 34 46 college some college 50,000+
18. B (no response returned)
19. W 36 37 high school some college 15,000
TABLE 3.1 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
Gifted/Sibling Pairs
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RACE OLDER GIFTED YOUNGER SIBLING
Age Grade Sex Age Grade Sex
1. W 11-8 5 M 8 -9 3 F
2 . W 11-7 6 M 8 -8 3 F
3. w 11-7 6 F 9 -0 3 F *
4 . B 11-2 5 F 8-11 3 F
5 . W 1 1 (? ) 6 M 10-4 4 M
6 . W 12-5 6 F 8 -1 0 3 F
7. W 10-2 4 M 8 -11 3 F *
8 . W 11-3 5 M 10-3 4 M
9 . W 11-11 6 F 10-5 4 M
10. W 11-11 6 M 9 -5 3 F *
11. W 12-3 6 F 9 -0 3 F
12. W 1 1 (? ) 5 M 1 0 (? ) 4 M
13. w 12-1 6 M 10-1 4 F
14. w 12-0 6 M 9 -5 3 M *
15. w 11-2 5 F 9-1 3 M *
16. w 11-2 5 F 8 -1 0 3 M *
17. w 11-6 5 M 9 -8 3 M
18. w 11-11 6 F 9 -0 3 M *
19. w 11-3 5 M 10-3 4 M
* = tentatively selected for CLUE, but not as yet state certified
TABLE 3.2 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
Non-Gifted/Sibling Pairs
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RACE OLDER SIBLING YOUNGER SIBLING
Age Grade Sex Age Grade Sex
1. B 11-8 6 F 8-9 3 F
2. W 11-11 6 M 10-1 4 M
3. B 12(?) 6 F 9(?) 3 M
4. W 11-0 5 M 8-8 3 F
5. B 12-11 6 M * 10-6 4 F
6. W 11-3 5 M 9-6 3 F
7. W 12(?) 6 M 10(?) 4 F
8. W 10-3 4 M 9-0 3 M
9. W 11-9 6 F 10-6 3 F
10. w 11-2 5 F 10-2 4 M
11. B 11-7 6 F 9-4 3 F
12. B 12(?) 6 F 9(?) 3 M
13. W 12-3 6 F 8-11 3 F
14. W 12-9 6 F 11-9 5 M
15. W 11-8 6 M 9-1 3 M
16. W 10-1 4 M 9-1 3 F
17. W 11-1 4 M * 9-1 3 F
18. B 10(?) 4 M 9(?) 3 M
19. W 10-3 4 M 10-3 4 M
* = retained in a previous grade
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TABLE -5.5 
SELF-CONCEPT CLUSTER SCALES
Gifted Families
Behavior
Intellectual 
and School 
Status
Physical 
Appearance and 
Attributes
Anxiety
Popularity
Happiness and 
Satisfaction
Gifted
8
12
Number of people in one 
or more clusters
8
4
10
16
Sibling
2
8
5
3
10
12
Non-Gifted Families 
Older Younger
5
2
8
14
5
2
10
11
-1 SD
I Behavior 0
Intellectual
II and School 0
Status
Physical
III Appearance and 0
Attributes
IV Anxiety 0
V Popularity 0
VI Happiness and 1
Satisfaction
Number of people in one 1 
or more clusters
3 1 2
3 1 0
2 4 0
2 1 2
3 3 4
2 2 1
5 6 5
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